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CONFERENCE 


B ETWIXT 
Mr. CHILLINGWORTH, 


Mr. LEW G A K. 


HE Church of Rome (taken diffuſively for all Chriſtians commu- 
1 nicating with the Biſhop of Nome) was the Judge of Controver- 
$0 ſies at that Time, when the Church of England made an Altera- 
tion in her Tenents. 
= DArgu. She was the Judge of Controverſies at that Time, which 
had an Authority of deciding them. But the Church of Rome at 

that Time had the Authority of deciding them. Ergo. 

Anſw, A. limited Authority to decide Controverſies according to the Rule of Scrip- 
ture and univerſal Tradition, and to oblige her own Members ( ſo long as ſhe evi- 
dently contradicted not that Rule) to Obedience, I grant ſhe had; but an unlimited, 
an infallible Authority, or ſuch as could not but proceed according to that Rule, and 
ſuch as ſhould bind all the Churches in the World to Obedience, (as the Greek Church) 
I ſay ſhe had not. 

Queſt. When our Church hath decided a Controverſy, I deſire to know whether 
any particular Church or Perſon hath Authority to re-examine her Deciſion, whether 
ſhe hath obſerved her Rule or no; and free themſelves from the Obedience of it, by 
their particular Judgement ? "FIC 

Anſw. If you underſtand. by your Church, the Church Catholick, probably I ſhould 
anſwer no; but if you underſtand by your Church, that only which is in Subordina- 
tion to the See of Rome, or if you underſtand a Council of this Church, I anſwer, yea. 

Argu. That was the Catholick Church, which did abide in the Root of Apoſto- 
lick Unity : But the Church of Rome at that Time was the only Church that did abide 


in the Root of Apoſtolick Unity. Ergo. 


Queſt. What mean vou by Apoſtolick Unity? 

Anſw. T mean the Unity of that Fellowſhip wherein the Apoſtles lived and died. 

Oueſt, Wherein was this Unity ? 5 

Auſw. Herein it conſiſted, that they all profeſſed one Faith, obeyed one Supreme 
Tribunal, and communicated together in the ſame Prayers and Sacraments. 

Hout. Then the Church of Rome continued not in this Apoſtelick Unity; for it con- 
tinued not in the ſame Faith, wherein the Apoſtles lived and died; for though it re- 
tained ſo much (in my Judgement) as was eſſential to the Being of a Church, yet it 
degenerated from the Church of the Apoſtles Times, in many Things which were very 
profitable; as in Latin Service, and Communion in one Kind. . | 

Argu, Some Church did continue in the ſame Faith wherein the Apoſtles lived and 
died: But there was no Church at that Time which did continue in the Apoſtles Faith, 
beſides the Roman Church. Ergo. | | 

Auſw, That ſome Church did continue in the Apoſtles Faith in all Things neceſſary, 
grant it; that any did continue in the Integrity of it, and in a perfect Conformity 
with it in all Things expedient and profitable, I deny it. 

Queſt, Is it not neceſſary to a Church's continuing in the Apoſtles Faith, that ſhe 


continue in a perſect Conformity with it, in all Things expedient and profitable? 


B b Arſe. 


—— — — 
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Anſw. A perfect Conformity in all Things is neceſl; G 
Apoltles Faith; but to an imperfect + ig an inperſes: — we; tinuance in the 
and ſuch, I grant, gar" Church had. ormity is 1ufficient ; 

Queſt, Is not a perfect Continuance in the Apoſtles Fai 
= in the Apoſtolick Unity ? poltles Faith, neceſſary to a Church's 

Anſw. It is neceſſary to a perfect Continuance in Apoſtolick Uni S 

. Fhere was ſome one Company of Chriſtians at the Tide of Luthers riſne D 
which was the Catholick Church: But there was no other Company at th ther s riſing, ® 
the, 10 1 . Ergo, the Roman at that Time was the Catholick Curt, ” ne eee, 

nſw. There was no one Company of Chriſtians, which, i oft 

W all other Companies of Chriſtians, was the Carbolick > =O 
gu. If the Catholick Church be ſome one Company of Chriſtians in Ge: 

and excluſion of all other Companies, then if there was ſome one 8 I 

one in oppoſition to, and excluſion of all other Companies: But the 8 » ſhe was 

is one Company of Chriſtians i | atholick Church 
LY pany + _ = oppoſition to, and excluſion of, &c, Ergo, There 

as then ſome one Company w 3 5 
fion of all other — mne $15 "UH WG 

The Minor is proved by the Teſtimonies of the Fathers, both „ 
ing _— ny 3 the Church to be one in the Senſe N e Fours 

1. If this Unity, which cannot be ſeparated at all or divid d, i 
ticks, bong a neg ory rb; Why call we them Ans 2 8 Opr 1 IT _ 

2. But if there be but one Flock, how can h 1 
not within the Number of it? Id. ibid. n 

3. When Parmenian commends one Church, he condemns all the Reſt; for b 
one, which is the true Catholick, other Chur h 8 ei _ 
but are not. S. Optat. lib. 1. g | r 

4. The Church therefore is but one, this ot f : 
EIT „ this cannot be among all Hereticks and Schiſ- 

5. You ſay you offer for the Church, which is one; this v ing | ' 
to * A gg you have divided into two. Id. ibid, oy Omg oe «Lis 

6. The Church is one, which cannot be amongſt us and | * al 
then, 28 it be in one only Place. Id. ibid. i 5 7 

7. Although there be many Hereſies of Chriſtians, and that all would b - 
* ot 18 ranks one Church, c. S. Aug. de util. credend. gee — 

8. The Queſtion between us is, Where the Church is, whet 7 ith 

them, 3 ſhe is 2 * Id. de unitat. c. 2. n 

9. The Proofs of the Catholicks prevailed, whereby they evicted the Body of Chriſt 
to be with them, and by Conſequence not to be with the Donatiſts; 8 
that ſhe 1s one alone. I. Collat. Conar lib. 3. * 0 W 

10. In illud Cantic. vi. 79. There are ſixty Queens, and eighty Concubines, and Damoſels 
without Number; but my Dove is one, &c. He ſaid not, My Queens are ſixty, and my Con- 
cubines, &c. but he ſaid, My Dove is but one; becauſe all the Se&s of Philoſophers, and 
Herefies of Chriſtians are none of his; his is but one, to wit, the Carholick Church, &c. 
S. Epiphan. in fine Panar, : 

11. A Man may not call the Conventicles of Hereticks (J mean Marcionites, Manichees, 
and the Reſt ) Churches; therefore the Tradition appoints you to ſay, I believe one Holy 
Catholick Church, &c. S. Cyril. Catech, 18. 

And theſe Teſtimonies, I think, are ſufficient to ſhew the Judgement of the Ancient 
Church, that this Title of the Church one, is directly and properly excluſive to all Com- 
panies beſides one; to wit, that where there are diverſe Profeſſions of Faith, or di- 
verſe Communions, there is but one of theſe which can be the Catholick Church, Upon 
this Ground I deſire fome Company of Chriſtians to be named, profeſſing a diverſe Faith, 
and as a diverſe Communion from the Roman, which was the Catholick Church at 
the Time of Luther's riſing : And if no other in this Senſe can be named, then was ſhe 
the Catholick Church at that Time, and therefore her Judgement to be reſted in, and her 
Communion to be embraced, upon Peril of Schiſm and Hereſy. 


Mr. Chillingwortl's Anſwer. 


Upon the ſame Ground, if you pleaſed, you might deſire a Proteſtant to name 
ſome Company of Chriſtians, profeſſing a diverſe Faith, and holding a diverſe Com- 
munion from the Greek Church, which was the Catholick Church at the Time of 
Luther's riſing; and ſeeing he could name no other in this Senſe, conclude that the 
Greek Church was the Catholick Church at that Time. Upon the very ſame Grounds: 
you might have concluded ſor the Church of the Abyſines, or Armenians, or any other 
Society of Chriſtians extant before Luthers Time. And ſeeing this is fo, thus I argue 


againſt your Ground, 


That 


Mr. Chillingworth and Mr. Lewgar. + 


That Ground which. concludes indifferently for both Parts of a Contradiction, muſt 
needs be falſe and deceitful, and conclude for neither Part : But this Ground concludes 
indifferently for both Parts of a Contradiction; viz. That the Greek Church is the Ca- 
tholick Church, and not the Roman; as well as, That the Roman is the Catholick Church, 
and not the Greek : Therefore the Ground is falſe and deceirful, ſeem it never ſo plau- 
ſible. | 

2. I anſwer, Secondly, That you ſhould have taken Notice of my Anſwer, which I 
then gave you; which was, that your Major, as you then framed your Argument, but 
as now your Minor, is not always true, if by one you underſtand one in external Commu- 
nion; ſeeing nothing hindred in my Judgement, but that one Church excommunicated 
by another upon an inſufficient Cauſe, might yet remain a true Member of the Cathol'ck 
Church ; and that Church, which upon the overvaluing this Cauſe doth excommunicate 
the other, though in Fault, may yet remain a Member of the Catholick Church ; which 
is evident from the Difference about Eaſter-day between the Church of Rome and the 
Churches of Afa; for which vain Matter, Victor Biſhop of Rome excommunicated the 
Churches of Aa. And yet I believe you will not ſay, that either the Church excom- 
municating, or the Church excommunicated, ceaſed to be a true Member of the Church 
Catholick. 'The Caſe is the ſame, between the Greek and the Roman Church ; for though 
the Difference between them be greater, yet it is not ſo great as to be a ſufficient 
Ground of Excommunication : And therefore the Excommunication was cauſeleſs, and 


| conſequently Brutum fulmen, and not ratified or confirmed by God in Heaven; and 


therefore the Church of Greece at Luther's riſing, might be, and was a true Member of 
the Catholick Church. 

As concerning the Places of Fathers, which you alledge; I demand, 1. If Ican pro- 

duce you an equal, or greater Number of Fathers, or more ancient than theſe, not con- 
tradicted by any that lived with them or before them, for ſome Doctrine condemned by 
the Roman Church, whether you will ſubſcribe it ? If not, with what Face or Conſcience 
can you make uſe of, and build your whole Faith upon the Authority of Fathers in 
ſome Things, and reje& the ſame Authority in others ? 
2. Becauſe you urge St. Cyprian's Authority, I deſire you to tell me, whether this Ar- 
gument in his Time would have concluded a Neceſſity of reſting in the Judgement of the 
Roman Church, or no ? If not, how ſhould it come to paſs, that it ſhould ſerve now, 
and not then, fit this Time and not that? As if it were like an Almanack, that would 
not ſerve for all Meridians? If it would, why was it not urged by others upon S. Cyprian, 
or repreſented by S. Cyprian to himſelf for his Direction, when he differed from the Ro- 
man Church, and all other that herein conformed unto her, touching the Point of Re- 
baptizing Herericks ; which the Roman Church held unlawful and damnable, S. Cyprian 
not only lawful, but neceſſary; ſo well did he reſt in the Judgement of that Church: 
Quid verba audiam, cum fatta videam? ſays he in the Comedy. And Cardinal Perron 
tells you in his Epiſtle to Caſaubon, that nothing is more unreaſonable, than to draw 
Conſequences from the Words of Fathers, againſt their lively and actual Practice. 

The ſame may be ſaid in Refutation of the Places out of S. Auſtin; who was ſo far 
from concluding, from them or any other, a Neceſſity of reſting in the Judgement of the 
Roman Church, that he himſelf, as your Authors teſtify, lived and died in oppoſition of 
it; even in that main Fundamental Point, upon which Mr. Lewgar hath built the Ne- 
ceſſity of his Departure from the Church of England, and embracing the Communion 
of the Roman Church ; thar is, 'The Supreme Authority of that Church over other 
Churches, and the Power of receiving Appeals from them. Mr. Leugar, I know, can- 
not be ignorant of theſe Things; and therefore I wonder, with what Conſcience he can 
produce their Words againſt us, whoſe Actions are for us. 

If it be ſaid, that S. Cyprian and S. Auſtin were Schiſmaticks for doing ſo; it ſeems 
then Schiſmaticks may not only be Members of the Church, againſt Mr. Lewgar's main 
Uncluſion, but canonized Saints of it; or elſe St. Auſtin and S. Cyprian ſhould be razed 
out of the Roman Kalendar. | 

If it be ſaid, that the Point of Re-baptization was not defined in S. Cyprian's Time; I 


| hy, that in the Judgement of the Biſhop and Church of Rome and their Adherents, it 


was: For they urg'd it as an Original and Apoſtolick Tradition, and conſequently at leaſt 
ot as great Force as any Church-definition, They excommunicated Firmilianus, and con- 
demned S. Oprian as a falſe Chriſt, and a falſe Apoſtle, for holding the contrary ; and 
urged him Hrannico terrore to conform his Judgement to theirs, as he himfelf clearly 
intimates. | 

If it be ſaid, they differed only from the Particular Church of Rome, and not from 
tne Roman Church, taking it for the Univerſal Society of Chriſtians in Communion with 
that Church : I anſwer, 

1. They know no ſuch Senſe of the Word, I am ſure never uſed it in any ſuch ; 
viich whether it had been poſſible, if the Church of Rome had been in their Judgement 
'0 other Churches in Spiritual Matters, as the City was to other Cities and Countries in 
Temporals, I leave it to indifferent Men to judge. | 
. 2. Secondly, that they differed not only from the particular Roman Church, but alſo 
zom all other Churches that agreed with it in thoſe Doctrines. 3. Thirdly, 
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3. Thirdly, I deſire you would anſwer me directly, v N 
king it ſor 8. particular Church, be of neceſſity to by LY gs I 1 27 ta- 
Roman Catholic, or not. To this Queſtion, I inſtantly deſire a direct Anfu y ever 
Tergiverſation, that we may. at length get out of the Cloud, and you ma 15 N. 
quem quaritis, adſum. If you ſay, they are not bound to believe ſo: then it 15 * 
ticle of Faith, nor no certain Truth upon which Men may ſafely reſt witho = Ar- 
or fear of Errour: And if ſo; I demand, * 

1. Why are all your Clergy bound to ſwear, and conſequen : 
have Communion of Faith with them ) by your own an Ne * 
75 Roman 175 - the carey” of all other Churches ? Where it is evident * 2 

elation an ppoſition of the Reman to other Church : 
taken for that n Church. r 

2. Secondly, Why then do you ſo often urge that miſta j 
hanc Eacl fiam neceſſe "F omnem Rte Ecclefiam ; falſely — 4 "2 "ob 3p i 
in French, and my L. F. in Engliſh,----- All Churches muſt agree with this Church; for un 
ad ſignifies not to agree with, but to come unto; whereas it is evident, for the aforeſ; " 
oY __ ** Roman is here taken for that Particular Church. ; 5 

3. Thirdly, It that Particular Church be not certainly infallible ] - 
rour in Points of Faith; I would know, if any Diviſion of your 1 we 
in which the urch of Reme, either alone or with ſome others, ſhould take one Wa x 
the Churches of Spain and France, and many other Churches another, what Direction 
ſhould an ignorant Catholick have then from the pretended Guide of Faith? How ſhall 
he know which of theſe Companies is the Church ? ſeeing all other Churches diſtinguiſhed 
from the Roman may err, and ſeeing the Roman Church is now ſuppoſed ſubje& to Errour 
and conſequently not certain to guard thoſe Men, or thoſe Churches that adhere unto 
it, from erring. | | 

4. Fourthly, If that Particular Church be not infallible in Faith, let us then ſuppoſe 
that de Fucto it does err in Faith; ſhall we not then have an Heretical Head upon a Ca- 
tholick Body? A Head of the Church, which were no Member of the Church? Which ſure 
were a very ſtrange and heterogeneous Monſter ! If to avoid theſe Inconveniencies you 
will ſay, that Roman Catholicks muſt of neceſſity hold that Particular Church infallible in 
Faith; 1 ſuppoſe it will evidently follow, that S. Auſtin and S. Cyprian ( notwithſtandin 
thoſe Sentences you pretend out of them) were no Roman Catholicks ; ſeeing they lived 
and died in the contrary Belief and Profeſſion. Let me ſee theſe Abſurdities fairly and 
clearly avoided, and I will diſpute no more, but follow you whitherſoever you ſhall lead. 

Thirdly, I anſwer, that the Places alledged are utterly impertinent to the Concluffon 

you ſhould have proved; which was, That it was impoſſible, that two Societies of Chri- 
ſtians divided upon what Cauſe ſoever in external Communion, may be in Truth and in 
God's Account, both of them Parts of the Catholick Church: Whereas your Teſtimonies, 
if we grant them all, ſay no more but this; That the Societies of Hereticks, which are 
ſuch as overthrow any Doctrine neceſſary to Salvation; and of Schiſmaticks, which are 
ſach as ſeparate from the Church's Communion, without any Pretence of Errour in the 
Church, or Unlawfulneſs in the Conditions of her Communion ; I ſay, they prove only 
this, that ſuch Societies as theſe, are no Parts of the Church: Which I willingly grant 
of all ſuch, as are properly and formally Hereticks and Schiſmaticks, from which Number 
1 think (with S. Auſtin ) they are to be exempted, Qui quarunt cauta ſolicitudine veritatem, 
corrigi parati, cum invenerint, Whereas I put the Caſe of ſuch two Societies, which not 
differing indeed in any Thing neceſſary to Salvation, do yet erroneoully believe, that the 
Errours wherewith they charge one another, are damnable; and fo by this Opinion of 
mutual Errour, are kept on both Sides from being Hereticks. 

Becauſe I deſire to bring you and others to the Truth, or to be brought to it by you, 
I thought good for your Direction in your intended Reply, to acquaint you with theſe 
Things: | | 

1. That I conceive the in your Diſcourſe, is this: That whenſoever any two 
C:icties of Chriſtians differ in external Communion, one of them muſt be of neceſſity He- 
F-retical or Schiſmatical. I conceive there is no ſuch neceſſity ; and that the Stories of 
Viflor and the Biſhops of Ala, S. Cyprian, and Pope Stephen, make it evident; and 
therefore I deſire you to produce ſome convincing Argument to the contrary ; and that 
you may the berter do ir, I thought good to inform you what I mean by an Heretick, and 


what by a Schiſmatick. 


An Heretic therefore I conceive him, that holds an Errour againſt Faith with Obſtinacy. 


Obſtinate I conceive him, who will not change his Opinion, when his Reaſons for it are 


ſo anſwered, that he cannot reply; and when the Reaſons againſt it are ſo convincing, + 


thar he cannot anſwer them. By the Faith, I underſtand all thoſe Doctrines, and no 
more, which Chriſt taught his Apoſtles, and the Apoſtles the Church, yet I exclude not 
{rom this Number the certain and evident Deductions of them. 9s 


A Siſnatic J account him, (and Facundus Hermianenfis hath taught me to do ſo) who 
without any ſuppoſing of Errour in the Conditions of a Church's Communion, divides | 


himſelf 


* 


* 
by 


hy +, a. . ä 
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himſelf either from the Obedience of that Church, to which he owes Obedience; or 
from the Communion of that Church to which he owes Communion. 

2. Another Thing, which I thought fit to acquaint you with, is this: That you go up- 
on another very falſe and deceitful Suppoſition ; viz, That if we will not be Proteſtants, 
preſently we fiuſt be Papiſts ; if we forſake the Church of England, we muſt go preſently 
to the Church of Rome: Whereas if your Arguments did conclude, (as they do not) that 
before Luther's 'Time there was ſome Church of one Denomination, which was the Ca- 
tholick Church, 1 ſhould much rather think it were the Church of Greece, than the Church 
of Rome ; and I believe others alſo would think ſo as well as I, but for that Reaſon which 
one gives, why more Men hold the Pope above a Council, than a Council above a Pope; 
that is, becauſe Councils give no Maintenance or Preferment, and the Popes do. | 

Think not yet, I pray, that fay this, as if I conceived this to be your Reaſon for 
preferring the Reman Church before the Greek ; (for I proteſt I do not;) but rather, that 
conceiving verily you were to leave the Church of England, to avoid Trouble, you took 
the next Boat, and went to the Church of Rome, becauſe that beſpake you firſt. 

You impute to me, (as I hear) that the Way I take is deſtructive only, and that I 
build nothing: Which, firſt, is not a Fault, for Chriſtian Religion is not now to be 
built; but only I deſire to have the Rubbiſh and impertinent Lumber taken off, which 
you have laid upon it, which hides the glorious Simplicity of it from them which other- 
wiſe would embrace it. Remember, I pray, Averroes's Saying, Quandoquidem Chriſtiani 
adorant quod comedunt, fit anima mea cum Philoſophis ; and conſider the Swarms of Atheiſts 
in /taly, and then tell me, whether your unreaſonable and contradictious DoFtrines, your 
forged Miracles, and counterfeit Legends, have not, in all Probability, produced this Ef- 
ſect. Secondly, if it be a Fault, it is certainly your own; for your Diſcourſe, intended 
fer the Proof of a poſitive Concluſion, — That we mut be Papiſts, —proves in Deed and in 
Truth, nothing; but even in Shew and Appearance, no more but this Negative, That we 
maſt not be Proteſlants. Bur what we muſt be, if we muſt not be Proteſtants, God knows: 
You in this Diſcourſe (I am ſure) do not ſhew it. 


Mr. Lewgar's Reply. 


$. 1. The Minor of Mr, Chillingworth's Argument againſt my Ground is very weak, be- 
ing framed upon a falſe Suppoſition, that a Proteſtant could name no other Church pro- 
ſeſſing, a diverſe Faith, Dc. from the Greek Church, which was the Catholick Church : For if 
he could not indeed name any other, the Title would remain to the Greek Church ; but 
he hath the Roman to name, and ſo my Ground cannot conclude either for the Greek, or 
Aly ſſine, or any other beſides the Roman, but for that it does, except he can name ſome 
other. 

$. 2. His ſecond Anſwer is weak likewiſe ; for my Minor is always true; at leaſt they 
thought it to be fo, whoſe Authorities I produce in Confirmation of it, as will appear 
to any one that conſiders them well; how their Force lies in Theſi, not in Hypothefi ; not 
that the Church was not then divided into more Sacieties than one, but that ſhe could 
never be. | | 

$. 3. As for his Inſtance to the contrary, wherein he believes I will not ſay the Churches 
excommunicated by Victor, ceaſed to be true Members of the Catholick : If J fay fo, I 
lay no more than the antient Fathers ſaid before me. 1renaus, when he deſired Victor, 
aun me5z97]1, not to cut off ſo many and great Churches; and Ruffinus, Reprehendit eum, 
quod non bene feciſſet abſcindere ab unitate corporis, c. 

d. 4. But howſoever the Caſe of Excommunication may be, the Diviſion of external 
Communion which I intended, and the Fathers ſpake of in the alledged Authorities, was 
that which was made by voluntary Separation, ' | 

$. 9. Whereby the Church (before one Society) is divided into ſeveral diſtinct Societies, 
boch claiming to be the Church; of which Societies, fo divided, but one can be the Catho- 
lick; and this is proved by the Authorities alledged ; which Authorities muſt not be an- 
ſwered by diſproving them, as he does, (for that is to change his Adverſary, and con- 
tute the Fathers Sayings, inſtead of mine; ) but by ſhewing their true Senſe or Judgement 
to be otherwiſe than I alledged it. | 

$. 6. To his Demand upon the Places alledged, I anſwer, That I do not build my whole 
Faith of this Concluſion upon the Authority of thoſe Fathers; for I produce them, not for 
the Authority of the Thing, but of the Expoſition. The Thing it ſelf is an Article of 
the Creed, unam Catholicam, grounded in expreſs Scripture, Columba mea unica. But be- 
cauſe there is Difference in underſtanding this Prophecy, I produce theſe Authorities, to 
ſhew the Judgement of the antient Church, how they underſtood it; and the proper An- 
ſwer to this, is either to ſhew, that theſe Words were not there, or at leaſt this Mean- 
ing, and fo to ſhew their Meaning out of other Places more preguant. 

H. 7. And I promiſe, that whenſoever an equal Conſent of Fathers can be ſhewed for 
any thing, as I can ſhew for this, I will believe it as firmly as I do this. 

H. 8. But this is not the 4zſwerer's Part, to propound Doubts and Difficulties, but to 
fatizfy the Proof objected. 

Ce | 9.9. 
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9. And if this Courſe be any more taken, I will ſave myſelf all f. er 2. 
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$. 10. His ſecond Anſwer to the Places is wholly impertinent ; for there; 
diſprove them from teaching a Neceſſity of reſting in the Judgement of the . 
whereas I produced them only to ſhew, That among ſeveral Societies of riſtians, only 
one can be the Catholick ; and againſt this his ſecond Anſwer ſays nothing. 3 
$. r. In his third Anſwer he makes ſome Shew of Reply to the Authorities themſelves ; 
but he commits a double Errour : One, that he impoſes upon me a wrong Concluſion to * 
proved; as will appear by comparing my Concluſion in my Paper, with the Conciu ſion he 
would appoint me. 
g. 12. Another, that he impoſes upon the Authorities a wrong Iaterpretation, no wa 
rounded in the H/ords themſelves, nor in the Places whence they were taken, nor in x 
other Places of the ſame Fathers, but merely forged out of his own Brain. For firſt hs 
Places do not only ſay, that the Societies of Hereticks and Schiſmaticks are no Part of the 
Church; but that the Church cannot be divided into more Societies than one; and they ac- 
count Societies divided, which are either of a diverſe Faith, or a diverſe Communion, 
Neither do they define Hereticks or Schiſmaticks in that manner as he does. 
$. 13. For an Heretick, in their Language, is he that oppoſeth pertinaciouſly the com- 
mon Faith of the Church; and a Schiſmatick, he that ſeparates from the Catholick Commy- 
nion, never making any Mention at all of the Cauſe. | 
H. 14. And if his Definition of a Schiſmatick may ſtand, then certainly there was no 
Schiſmatick ever in the World, nor none are at this Day ; for none did, none does ſepa- 
rate, without ſome Pretence of Errour, or Unlaufulneſs in the Conditions of the Church's 
Communion, 
§. 15. And ſo JI expect both a fuller and direQer Anſwer to my Argument, without Ex- 
curſions, or Diverſions into any other Matter, till the Judgement of Antiquity be cleared in 


this Point. 


Mr. Chillingworth's Anſwer. 


Ad g. 1. The Minor of my Argument, you ſay, is very weak, being grounded upon a 
falſe Suppoſition, that a Proteſtant could name no other Church profeſling a diverſe Faith 
from the Greek, which was the Catholick Church ; and your Reaſon is, becauſe he mighr 
name the Roman. But in earneſt, Mr. Lewgar, do you think that a Proteſtant, remaining 
a Proteſtant, can eſteem the Roman Church to be the Catholick Church? Or do you think 
to put Tricks upon us, with taking your Propoſition one while in Senſu compoſito, ano- 
ther while in Senſu diviſo? For if your Meaning was, that a Proteſtant not remaining, 
but ceaſing to be a Proteſtant, might name the Roman for the Catholick; ſo I ſay alto 
to your Diſcourſe, that a Proteſtant ceaſing to be a Proteſtant, might name a Greek to 
be the Catholick Church; and if there were any Neceſſity to find out one Church of one 
Denomination, as the Greek, the Roman, the Abyſſine, which ene muſt be the Catholick * 
I ſee no Reaſon but he might pitch upon the Greek Church, as well as the Roman; I am 
ſure your Diſcourſe proves nothing to the contrary. In ſhort, this I ſay, if a Greciaiz 
ſhould go about to prove to a Proteſtant, that his urch is the Gatholick, by ſaying (as 
you do for the Roman) ſome one was ſo before Luther, and you can name no other, rhere- 
fore ours is fo; whatſoever may be anſwered to him, may be anſwered to you. For as 
you ſay, a Proteſtant, ceaſing to be a Proteſtant, may name to him the Roman; ſo I ſay, a 
Proteſtant, ceaſing to be a Proteſtant, may name to you the Grecian, If you ſay, a Prote- 
ſtant, remaining a Proteſtant, can name no other but the Roman for the Catholick ; I may 
(very ridiculouſly I confeſs, but yer as truly) ſay, he can name no other but the Grecran. 
If you ſay, he cannot name the Greek Church neither, remaining a Proteſtant ; I ſay like- 
wiſe, neither, remaining a Proteſtant, can he name the Roman for the Catholick. So the 
Argument is equal in all Reſpects on both Sides; and therefore either concludes for both 
Parts (which is impoſſible, for then Contradictions ſhould be both true) or (elſe, which 
is certain) it concludes for neither. And therefore I ſay, your Ground you build on, 
That before Luther ſome Church of one Denomination was the Catholick (if it were true, 
as it is moſt falſe ) would not prove your Intent. It would deſtroy, perhaps, our Church, 
but it would not build your's. It would prove, peradventure, that we muſt not be Pro- 
teſtants, but it will be far from proving that we muſt be Papiſts - For after we have left 
being Proteſtants (I tell you again, that you may not miſtake ) there is yet no Neceſſity 
of being Papiſts ; no more than if I go out of England, there is a Neceſſity of going to 
Rome. And thus much to ſhew the Poorneſs of your Ground, if it were true. Now, in the 
ſecond Place, I fay it is falſe ; neither have you proved any Thing to the contrary. 

Ad &. 2. You ſay, the Authorities you have produced, ſhew to any that conſider them 
well, That the Church could never be divided into more Sdcieties than one; and you mean 
(I hope ) one in external Communion, or elſe you dally in Ambiguities ; and then I tay, 

I have well conſidered the alledged Authorities, and they appear to me to ſay no ſuch Thing 


but only, that the Societies of Hereticks and Schiſmaticks are no true Members of the den : 
ere- 
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Whereas I put the Caſe of two ſuch Societies, which were divided in external Commu- 
nion by Reaſon of ſome overvalued Difference between them ; and yet were neither of 
them Heretical, or Schiſmatical, To this I know you could not anſwer, but only by 
ſaying, That this Suppoſition was impoſſible ; viz. That of two Societies divided in Ex- 
ternal Communion, neither ſhould be Heretical nor Schiſmatical ; and therefore I deſired 
you to prove by one convincing Argument, that this is impoſſible, "This you have nor 
done, nor I believe can do; and therefore all your Places fall ſhort of your intended 
Concluſion ; and if you would put them into Syllogiſtical Form, you ſhould preſently ſee 
you conclude from them ſophiſtically in that Fallacy, which is called, a dicto ſecundum 
quid, ad dictum fimpliciter, Thus, — No two divided Societies, whereof one is Hereti- 
cal or Schiſmatical, can be both Members of the Catholick Church; therefore ſimply no 
two divided Societies can be ſo: The Antecedent I grant, which is all that your Places 
ſay, as you ſhall ſee anon; but the Conſequence is ſophiſtical, and therefore that I deny: 
It is no better nor worſe, than if you ſhould argue thus; No two divided Societies, 
whereof one is outlawed and in Rebellion, are both Members of the ſame Common- 
wealth, therefore ſimply no two divided Societies, | 

But againſt this you pretend, That the alledged Places ſay not only, that the Societies 
of Hereticks and Schiſmaticks are no Parts of the Church, but that the Church cannot be di- 
vided into more Societies than one: And they account Societies divided, which are either 
of a diverſe Faith, or of a diverſe Communion : 'This is that which I would have pro- 
ved, but as yet I cannot ſee it done. There be eleven Quotations in all; Seven of them 
ſpeak expreſsly and formally of Diviſion made by Hereticks and Schiſmaticks, viz.. 1, 3, 4, 
7, 9, 10, 11, Three other of them, (viz. 5, 6, 8.) though they uſe not the Word, yet 
Mr. Lewgar knous they ſpeak of the Donatiſts, which were Schiſmaticks ; and that by the 
relative Particles you and them are meant the Domatiſts, And laſtly, the Second, Mr. 
Lewgar knows, ſays nothing but this, That an Heretick cannot be accounted of that one 
Flock, which is the Church. | 

Bur to make the moſt of them that can be : 'The firſt ſaith, the Unity of the Church 
cannot be ſeparated at all, nor divided. This I grant, but then I ſay; every Difference 
does not in the Sight of God divide this Unity : For then Diverſiry of Opinions ſhould 
do it; and ſo the Jeſuits and Dominicans would be no longer Members of the ſame Church. 
Or if every Difference will not do it, why muſt it of neceſſity be always done by Diffe- 
rence in Communion, upon an inſufficient Ground, yet miſtaken for ſufficient ? (for ſuch 
only I ſpeak of.) Sure I am, this Place ſays no ſuch Matter, The next Place ſays, the 
Flock is but one; and all the reſt, that the Church is but one; and that Hereticks and 
Schiſmaticks are not of it; which certainly was not the Thing to be proved, but that of 
this one Flock, of this one Church, two Societies divided without juſt Cauſe in Commu- 
nion, might not be true and lively Members; both in one Body Myſtical in the Sight of 
God, though divided in Unity in the Sight of Men: Ir is true indeed, whoſoever is ſhut 
out from the Church on Earth, is likewiſe cut off from it before God in Heaven : Bur 
you know it muſt be Cave non errante ; when the Cauſe of Abſciſſion is true and ſufficient. 

Ad F. 3. If you ſay fo, you ſay no more than the Fathers : But what Evaſions and Tergi- 
rerſations are theſe? Why do you put us off with zfs and ands ? I beſeech you tell me, or 
at leaſt him that deſires to reap ſome Benefit by our Conference, directly and categori- 
cally, ---- Do you ſay ſo, or do you fay, it is not ſo? Were the Excommunicated 
Churches of Aſia ſtill Members of the Catholick Church, (J mean, in God's Account) or 
were they not ? but all damned for that horrible Hereſy of celebrating the Feaſt of 
Eaſter upon a diverſe Day from the Weſtern Churches? If you mean honeſtly and fairly, 
anſwer directly to this Queſtion, and then you ſhall ſee what will come of ir. Aſſure 
your ſelf, you have a Wolf by the Ears: If you ſay they were, you overthrow your 
own Concluſions, and fay, that Churches divided in Communion may both be Members 
of the Catholick If they were not, then ſhall we have Saints and Martyrs in Heaven, 
which were no Members of the Catholick Roman Church. 

As for Irenaus his un Teorin]or, and Ruffinus his Abſcindere ab unitate Corporis ; they 
imply no more but this at the moſt, That Victor, (quantum in ſe fuit) did cut them off 
om the External Communion of the Catholick Church ; ſuppoſing, that for their Obſti- 
nacy in their Tradition, they had cut themſelves off from the Internal Communion of it: 
But that this Sentence of Victor's was ratified in Heaven, and that they were indeed cut 
off from the Myſtical Body of Chriſt ; ſo far was Jrenæus from thinking, that he, and in 
Manner all the other Biſhops, reprehended Victor for pronouncing this Sentence on them, 
upon a Cauſe ſo inſufficient: Which how they could ſay, or poſſibly think of a Sentence 
tified by God in Heaven, and not reprehend God himſelf, I deſire you to inform me: 
And if they did not intend to reprehend the Sentence of God himſelf, together with Ve- 
ns, then I believe it will follow unavoidably, that they did not conceive, nor believe, 
Victor's Sentence to be ratified by God; and conſequently did not believe, that theſe Ex- 
ommunicated Churches were not in God's Account true Members of the Body of Chriſt. 

Ad H. 4. And here again, we have another Subterfuge, by a verbal Diſtinction between 

communication and voluntary Separation: As if the Separation which the Church of 


Rome made in Vidor's Time from the Afrau Churches were not a voluntary Separation; 
| Or 
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or as if the Churches of 4/ia did not voluntarily do that which f 
Separation; or as if (though they — rae themſelves . —— aw 
Cauſe ro be inſufficient ) they did not yet remain voluntarily ſeparated wa — 
conform themſelves to the Church of Rome Or laſtly, as if the Grecians of old 3 
Proteſtants of late, might not pretend, as juſtly as the 4fian Churches, that th ir I 
paration too was not voluntarily, but of neceſſity ; for that the Church of Rim 3 
red of them, under pain of Excommunication, ach Conditions of her Comm r 
were * neceſſary nor lawful to be performed. ares 

Ad F. 5. And here again the Matter is ſtreightned by another Limitati ; 
(ſay you) muſt claim to be the Church; but what than, if one if thats — * 
(though vainly ) to be the Church, and the other content it ſelf with being a Pare of 
it? Theſe then it ſeems (for any Thing you have ſaid te the contrary ) may be b th 
Members of the Catholick Church; and certainly this is the Caſe now — ch 
Church of Eugland and the Church of Rome ; and, for ought I know was between — 
Church of Rome and the Church of Greece : For I believe it will hardly be proved th . 
the Excommunication between them was mutual; nor that the Church of Greece * 
ſteems it ſelf the whole Church, and the Church of Rome no Church, but it oe = 
found Member of the 2 and that a corrupted one. : : 

Again, whereas you ſay, the Fathers ſpeak of a voluntary Separation ; certai 
ſpeak of any Separation by Hereticks; and ſach were Lin Pier . ** 
Churches of Aſia, for holding an Opinion contrary to the Faith, as he eſteemed: Or if 
he did not, why did he cut them from off the Communion of the Church? But the true 
Difference is, The Fathers ſpeak of thoſe which by your Church are eſteemed Hereticks 
and ag lo; whereas the Aſian Churches were by Victor eſteemed Hereticks, but were 
not 10. 

Ad F. 6. But their Authorities produced ſhew no more than what I have ſhewed : 
that the Church is but one in excluſion of Hereticks and Schiſmaticks; and not that 
two particular Churches divided by Miſtake upon ſome over- valued Difference, may not 
be both Parts of the Catholick. 

Ad g. 7. But I deſire you to tell me, whether you will do this, if the Doctrines pro- 
duced and confirmed by ſuch a Conſent of Fathers, happen to be in the Judgement of 


the Church of Rome, either not Catholick, or abſolutely Heretical. If you will under- 


take this, you will hear farther from me: But if, when their Places are produced, you 
will pretend (as ſome of your Side do) that ſurely they are corrupted, having neither 
Reaſon nor Shew of Reaſon for it, unleſs this may paſs for one (as perhaps it may where 
Reaſons are ſcarce ) that they are againſt your Doctrine; er if you will ſay, they are to 
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be interpreted according to the Pleaſure of your Church, whether their Words will 


bear it or no, then I ſhall but loſe my Labour; for this is not to try your Church by 
the Fathers, but the Fathers by your Church. 


The Doctrines which I undertake to juſtify, by a greater Conſent of Fathers than 


here you produce, for Inſtance ſhall be theſe. 

1. That God's Election ſuppoſeth Preſcience of Man's Faith and Perſeverance. 

2. That God doth not predetermine Men to all their Actions. 

3. That the Pope hath no Power in 'Temporalities over Kings, either directly or in- 
directly. | 

4. That the Biſnop of Rome may err in his publick Determinations of Matters of Faith. 

5. That the B. Vigin was guilty of original Sin. 

6. That the B. Virgin was guilty of actual Sin. 

7. That the Communion was to be adminiſtred to the Laity in both Kinds. 

8. That the reading of the Scripture was to be denied to no Man. 

9. That the Opinion of the Millenaries 1s true. 

10. That the Euchariſt is to be adminiſtred to Infants. 

11. That the Subſtance of Bread and Wine remains in the Euchariſt after Conſe- 


cration. | 


12. That the Souls of the Saints departed enjoy not the Viſion of God before the ; 


Laſt Day. 
13. That at the Day of Judgement, all the Saints ſhall paſs through a purging Fire. 


All theſe Propoſitions are held by your Church either Heretical, or at leaſt not Catholical; 
and yet in this Promiſe of yours you have undertaken to believe them as firmly as you now 
do this, That two divided Societies cannot be both Members of the Catholick Church. 

Ad F. 8. Is it not then the Anſwerer's Part to ſhew, that the Proofs pretended are 

| indeed no Proofs? And doth not he prove no Proofs (at leaſt in your Mouth) who 
undertakes to ſhew, that an equal or greater Number of the very ſame Witneſſes is re- 
jected by your ſelves in many other Things? Either the Conſent of the Fathers, in any 
Age or Ages, is infallible, and then you are to reject it in nothing; or it is not ſo, and 
then you are not to urge it in any Thing: As if the Fathers Teſtimonies againſt us were 
Swords and Spears, and againſt you Bulruſhes. 


Ad H. 9. In Effect as if you ſhould ſay, If you anſwer not as I pleaſe, I will diſpute ? 


no longer. But you remember the Proverb,----will think of it----Occafionem 4% f 4 
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cupit diſcedere, 
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Ad & ro. I pray tell me, Is not Therefore a Note of an Illation, or a Concluſion ? 
And is not your laſt therefore this, Therefore her Judgement is to be reſted in? Which 
though it be not your firſt Concluſion, yet yours it is, and you may not diſclaim it; 
and it is ſo near of Kin to the former (in your Judgement I am ſure ) that they muſt 
{and or fall together; therefore he that ſpeaks pertinently for the diſproving of the 
one, cannot ſpeak impertinently towards the diſproving the other; and therefore you 
cannot ſo ſhift ir off, but of neceſſity you muſt anſwer the Argument there urged, or 
conſeſs it ingenuouſly to be unanſwerable. | 

Or if you will not anſwer any Thing, where the Contradiction of your firſt Conclu- 
ſion is not in Terms inferred, then take it thus: If S. Cyprian and S. Auſtin did not think 
it neceſſary in Matters of Faith to reſt in the Judgement of the Roman Church and the 
Adherents of it; then either they thought not the Catholick Church's Judgement neceſſary 
to be reſted on, or they thought not that the Catholick Church. But the Antecedent is 
true, and undeniably proved ſo by their Actions, and the Conſequence evident; there- 
fore the Conſequent muſt be true in one or other Part: But you will not ſay the former 
is true; it remains therefore, the latter muſt be, and that is That S. Auſtin and S. G- 
priandid not think the Church of Rome and the Adherents of it to be the Catholick Church. 

Ad F. 11. But I tell you now, and have already told you, that in our Diſcourſe be- 
fore Mr. Sinner and Dr. Sheldon, 1 anſwered your Major, as then you framed your Ar- 
gument, as now your Minor thus--- If you underſtand by one Company of Chriſtians, ce 
in external Communion, I deny your Major. For I ſay, that two ſeveral Societies of 
Chriſtians, which do not externally communicate together, may be both Parts of the 
{ame Catholick Church; and what Difference there is between this, and the Concluſion 
| told you you ſhould have proved, I do not well underſtand. 

Ad F. 12. And is it poſſible you ſhould ſay 10, when every one of the Places carry this 
Senfe in their Forehead, and ſeven of the eleven in Terms expreſs it--- That they intend- 
ed only to exclude Hereticks and Scliſmatids from being Parts of the Church: For if they 
did not, againſt whom did they intend them? Pagans lay no Claim to the Church, there- 


| fore not againſt them: Catholicks they did not intend to exclude : I know not who remains 


beſides, but Hereticks and Schiſmaticks. Beſides the frequent Oppoſition in them between 
One Church on the one Side, and Heretioks and Schiſmaticks; who ſees not, that in theſe 
Places they intend to exclude only theſe Pretenders out of the Church's Unity? 

Laſtly, whereas you fay, that the Places ſay---That the Church cannot be divided, 
and that they account thoſe divided who are of a diverſe Faith, or a diverſe Communi- 
on: I tell you, that I have read them over and over, and unleſs my Eyes deceive, they 
{ay not one Word of a diverſe Communion. | 

Ad F. 13. Whereas a Heretick, in your Language, is he that oppoſeth pertinaciouſly 
the common Faith of the Church; --- in mine --- He is ſuch a one, as holds an Errour 


_ againſt Faith with Obſtinacy: Verily a monſtrous Difference between theſe Definitions. 


To oppoſe and hold againſt (I hope) are all one: Faith and the common Faith of the 
Church, ſure are not very different; pertinaciouſiy and with Obſtinacy methinks might paſs 
for ſynonimous; and ſeeing the Parts agree ſo well, methinks the Total ſhould nor be 
at great Hoſtility. And for the Definition of a Schiſmatick, if you like not mine (which 
yet I give you out of a Father) I pray take your on; and then ſhew me (if you mean 
to do any Thing) that whereſoever there are two Societies of Chriſtians, differing in 
external Communion, one of them muſt be of neceſſity either Heretical or Schiſmatical in 
your own Senſe of theſe Words. To the contrary, I have ſaid already, (and ſay it 
now again, that you may not forget it) the Roman and the Afan Churches in Victor's 
Time, the Roman and the African in S. Stephen's Time, differed in external Communion, 
and yet neither of them was Heretical; for they did not oppoſe pertinaciouſly the com- 
mon Faith of the Church : Neither of them was Schiſmatical, for they did not ſeparate 
(never making mention of the Caſe at all) but were ſeparated by the Roman Church, 
and that upon ſome Cauſe, though it were not ſufficient. | 

Ad F. 14. The Donatiſts did fo (as Fucundus Hermianenſis teſtifies :) but you are a- 
buſed, I believe, with not diſtinguiſhing between theſe two---—They did pretend, that 
the Church required of them ſome unlawful Thing among the Conditions of her Com- 
munion : and they did pretend, that it was unlawful for them to communicate with the 
Church. This J confeſs they did pretend; but it was in regard of ſome Perſons in the 
Church, with whom they thought it unlawful to communicate, but the former they did 
not pretend, (I mean while they continued meer Schiſmaticks,) viz. That there was any 
Errour in the Church, or Impiety in her Publick Service of God: And this was my Mcan- 
ing in ſaymg,---- A Schiſmatick is he, which ſeparates from the Church without Pretence 
of Errour, or Unlawfulnefſs in the Conditions of her Communion: Yet if I had left out 
the Term Unlawfſulieſs, the Definition had been better, and not obnoxious to this Cavil- 
lation; and ſo I did in the ſecond Paper which I ſent you for your Direction; which, 
if you had dealt candidly, you ſhould have taken Notice of. 

Ad F. 15. Thave rephed (as I think) fully to every Part and Particle of your Argu- 
ment; neither was the Hiſtory of S. Cypriaz's and S. Auſtin's oppoſition to the Church of 
Rome, an Excurſion or Diverſion ; but . cone Demonſtration of the ee, 
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of your Concluſion : (viz. That the Roman Church, &c. and therefore hey Au 
be veſted upon.) For an Anſwer hereto, I ſhall be very lth. with * a 
fore, if you deſire to avoid Trouble, I pray come out of my Debt as ſoon as may be a 
If it be ſaid, that my Argument is not contradictory to your Concluſion becauſe it 
ſhews only, that the Roman Church with her Adherents was not in St. Cypriax's or 
St. Auſtin's Time the Catholick Church, but was at the Time before Luther; I ſay. to 
conclude the one is to conclude the other. For certainly, if it were then at Likes 
'Time fo, it was always fo; if it was not always, it was not then; for if it be of the 
Eflence, or neceſſary to the Church (as is pretended) to be a Society of Chriſtians 
joined in Communion with the Church and Biſhop of Rome ; then did it always agree 
to the Church; and therefore in St. Cyprian's and St. Auſtin's Time, as well as at L 
ther's Riſing ; if it were not always, particularly not in St. Cyprian's Time, of the Eſſence 
or neceſſary to the Church to be ſo; then it was impoſſible the Church ſhould acquire 
this Eflence, or this Property afterwards, and therefore impoſſible it ſhould have it at 
tie Time of Luther's Riſing. Neceſſarium eſt, quod non aliquando ineſt, aliquando non ineſt 
alicui ineft, alicui non ineſt; Jed quod ſemper & omni, Ariſt. Poſt, Analyt. i 

Again, every Sophiſter knows, that of Particulars nothing can be concluded; and 
therefore he that will ſhew, that the Church of Rome and the Adherents of it was the 
Cathulick Church at Luther's Riſing, he muſt argue thus; ---- It was always ſo, therefore 
then it was fo. Now this Antecedent is overthrown by any Inſtance to the contrary ; 
and fo the firit Antecedent being proved falſe, the firſt Conſequent cannot but be falſe ; 
for what Reaſon can be imagined, that the Church of Rome and the Adherents of it 
was not the whole Catholick Church at St. Cyprian's Time, and was at Luther's Riſing? If 
you grant Cas I think you cannot deny) that a Church divided from the Communion of 
the Roman, may be ſtill in Truth, and in God's Account a Part of the Catholick, (which 
is the Thing we ſpeak of) then I hope Mr. Lewgar's Argument from Unity of Com- 
munion 1s fallen to the Ground; and it will be no good Plea to ſay, 

Some one Church, not conſiſting of divers Communions, was the Catholick Church at 
Luther's Riſing : 

No one Church can be named to be the Catholick Church but the Roman: 

Therefore the Roman Church was the Catholick at Luther's Riſing. 

For Mr. Lewgar hath not, nor can prove the major of this Syllogiſm certainly true; 
but to the contrary I have proved, that it cannot be certainly true, by ſhewing divers 
Inſtances wherein divers divided Communions have made up the Catholick Church; and 
therefore not the dividing of the Communions, but the Cauſe and Ground of it, is to 
be regarded, whether it be juſt and ſufficient, or unjuſt and inſufficient, 

Neither is the Biſhop or Church of Rome, with the Adherents of it, an infallible 
Judge thereof; for it is evident, both he and it have erred herein divers Times; which 
{ have evinced already by divers Examples, which I will not repeat; but add to them 
one confeſſed by Mr. Leugar himſelf, in his Diſcourſe upon the Article of the Catholick 
Church, pag. 84. S. Athanaſius being excommunicated (though by the ® whole Church) yet 
might remain a Member of Chriſt's Body, (not viſible, for that it is impoſſivle, © that a Per- 
fon cut off from viſible Communion, though unjuſtly, ſhould be a vifible Member of the Church, 
but ) by inviſible Communion, by reaſon of the Invalidity of the Sentence; which being unjuſt, is 
valid enough to viſible Excifion, but not farther. 


II. 4 Diſcourſe againſt the Infallibility of the Roman Church, with an An- 
fexer to all thoſe Texts of Scripture that are alledged to prove it. 


IHE Condition of Communion with the Church of Rome, without the 
Sf Performance whereof no Man can be received into it, is this: That he 
believes firmly, and without doubting whatſoever that Church requires 
him to believe. | 

It is impoſſible that any Man ſhould certainly believe any Thing, unleſs 
that 'Thing be either evident of it ſelf ( as that twice two are four, that 
every Whole is greater than a Part of it ſelf) or unleſs we have ſome certain Reaſon 
( at leaſt ſome ſuppoſed certain Reaſon) and infallible Guide for his Belief thereof. 
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The Doctrines which the Church of Rome requireth to be believed are not evident of 


tLemſelves ; for then every one would grant them at firſt Hearing, without any farther 
Proof. He therefore that will believe them, muſt have ſome certain and infallible 
Ground whereon to build his Belief of them. 


— 


d How by the whole Church, when himſelt was Part of it, and communicated ſtill with divers other Parts 
of it? © Wlat, not to them who know and believe him to be unjuſtly excommugicated ? 
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There is no other Ground for a Man's Belief of them, eſpecially in many Points, but 
only an Aſſurance of the Infallibility of the Church of Rome. | | | 

Now this Point of that Church's Infallibility, is not evident of itſelf; for then no 
Man could chuſe but in his Heart believe it without farther Proof. Secondly, it were 
in vain to bring any Proof of it, as vain as to light a Candle to ſhew Men the Sun. 
"Thirdly, it were impoſſible to bring any Proof of it, ſeeing nothing can be more evi- 
dent, than that which of it ſelf is evident; and nothing can be brought in Proof of 
any Thing, which is not more evident than that Matter to be proved. But now 
Experience teacheth, thar Millions there are who have heard Talk of the Infallibility 
of the Roman Church, and yet do not believe that the Defenders of it do not think ir 
either vain or impoſſible to go about to prove it; and from hence it follows plainly, 
that this Point 1s not evident of it ſelf. 

Neither is there any other certain Ground for any Man's Belief of it; or if there 
be, I defire it may be produced, as who am ready and moſt willing to ſubmit my Judge- 
ment to it, fully perſuaded that none can be produced, that will endure a ſevere and 
impartial Examination. 

If it 1 ſaid, The Roman Church is to be believed infallible becauſe the Scripture 
ſays it is ſo: | | 

1. I demand how ſhall I be aſſured of the Texts that be alledged, that they are indeed 
Scripture, that is, the Word of God? And the Anſwer to this muſt be, either becauſe 
the Church tells me ſo, or fome other; if any other be given, then all is not finally re- 
ſolved into, and built upon that Church's Authority; and this Anſwer then, I hope, a 
Proteſtant may have Leave to make uſe of, when he is put to that perilous Queſtion ; 
How know you the Scripture to be the Scripture ? If the Anſwer be, becauſe the Church 
tells me ſo: My Reply is ready; that to believe that Church is infallible, becauſe the 
Scriptures ſay ſo ; and that the Scripture is the Word of God, becauſe the fame Church 
ſays ſo, is nothing elſe but to believe the Church is infallible, becauſe the Church ſays 
ſo, which 1s infallible. | 

2. I could never yet, from the Beginning of Geneſis to the End of the Apocalypſe, 
find it written fo much as once in expreſs Terms, or equivalently, that the Church in 
ſubordination to the See of Rome ſhall be always infallible. | 

3. If it be faid, that this is drawn by good Conſequence, from Scripture truly in- 
terpreted ; I demand, what certain Ground have I to warrant me that this Conſequence 
is good, and this Interpretation true? And if Anſwer be made, that Reaſon will tell 
me ſo: I reply, 1. That this is to build all upon my. own Reaſon and private Interpreta- 
tion: 2. I have great Reaſon to fear, that Reaſon aſſures no Man, that the Infallibility 
of the Church of Rome may be deduced from Scripture by good and firm Conſequence. 

4. If it be ſaid, that a Conſent of Fathers do ſo interpret the Scripture ; I anſwer, 
1. That this is moſt falſe, and cannot, without Impudence, be pretended; as J am 
ready to juſtify to any indifferent Hearer. 2. I demand, Who ſhall be Judge, whether 
the Fathers mean as is pretended ? If it be ſaid, Reaſon will tell me ſo: I ſay, 1. This 
is falſe. 2. This is again to do that which is objected to Proteſtants for ſuch a horrid 
Crime, that is, to build all finally upon Reaſon. PETE 
If it be ſaid, they are fo interpreted by the Catholick Church; J demand, Whether by 
the Catholick Church be meant that only that is in Subordination to the Biſhop of Rome, or 
any other with that, or beſides that? If any other, it is falſe and impudent to pretend 
that they ſo underſtand the Fathers or Scripture : If that only, then this is to ſay, that 
that Church is infallible, becauſe it may be deduced from Scripture that it is ſo ; and to 
prove that it may be deduced from Scripture, becauſe the Fathers ſay ſo; and to prove 
the Fathers do ſay and mean ſo, becauſe the Church of Rome ſays they do ſo. And 
then what a Stir and Trouble was here to no Purpoſe? Why was it not rather ſaid 
plainly at the Beginning, "The Church of Rome is certainly infallible, becauſe ſhe her 
teif ſays ſo; and ſhe mult ſay true becauſe ſhe is infallible ; and that is as much as to 
lay, Unleſs you grant me the Queſtion, I neither can nor will diſpute with you. 

It it is faid, Indeed the Fathers do not draw this Doctrine from Scripture; but yer 
they affirm it with a full Conſent, as a Matter of Tradition: I reply, 1. That this Pre- 

tence alſo is falſe, and that upon Trial it will not appear to have any Colour of Proba- 
bility to any who remembers, that it is the preſent Roman Church, and not the Catholic 
Church, whoſe Infallibility is here diſputed. 2. I demand, Who ſhall be Judge, whe- 
ther the Fathers do indeed affirm this or no? If Reaſon, then again we are fallen upon 
that dangerous Rock, that all muſt be reſolved into private Reaſon : If the Church, I 
ask again, what Church is meant? If the Church of the Grecians or Ahhſſines, or Prote- 
ſtauts, or any other but the Roman, it is evident they deny it: If the Church of Rome, then 
we are again very near the Head of the Circle; for I ask, How ſhall I be aſſured this 
Church will not err and deceive me in interpreting the Fathers? And the Anſwer muſt 
be either none, or this, Thar the Church is infallible. 

O04. If it be ſaid, That the Infallibility of the Roman Church would yield the Church 
ſo many Commodities, and that the Want of an infallible Church to guide Men in the 
Way to Heaven would bring ſo many Miſchiefs upon the World, that it cannot be Rong: 
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but that God out of his Love to Men hath appointed this Church as an infallible Gd. 
to all other Churches, ſeeing it is ſo neceſſary there ſhould be ſome ſuch Guide, au © 
evident there is no other. 

Anſw. 1 anſwer, That this Argument would ſerve the Church of Greece. or Emland 
or Geneva, to prove it ſelf infallible, and the Guide of all other Churches, would they 
but take upon them to be ſo: For every one might ſay for itſelf, It is neceſſary there 
ould be fome Guide; it is evident there is no other; ergo I am appointed by God to 
be that Guide. The ſame Argument any Man might uſe, to make himſelf Monarch of 
any popular State: for firſt, he might repreſent unto them the Commodities of a Mo- 
narchy, and the Miſchiefs of a Democracy; then he might ſay, That God ſurely ont 
of his Love to them hath appointed ſome Remedy for their Inconveniences ; and laſtly 
that he hath ordained no other to redreſs them but himſelf ; and then conclude. that 
he alone muſt of Neceſſity be the Man appointed to rule over them. g 

Janſwer, Secondly, That here alſo we muſt reſolve all into Reaſon and the private 
Spirit; or that we are ſtill in the Circle. For I demand, How do you know that theſe 
pretended Commodicies are to be compaſſed, and theſe pretended Miſchiefs are to be 
avoided, only by the Infallibility of the Church of Rome, or ſome other Church, and not 
by any other Means which God hath provided ? If you ſay, Reaſon tells you ſo ; I Hav, 
1. This is to make Reaſon your laſt and loweſt Foundation. 2. I aſſure you, Reaſon tells 
me no ſuch Matter; and yet I know that I am as willing to hear it as you are. It you 
ſay, the Church tells you, and ſhe is infallible ; this, I ſay, is to prove the Church in- 
fallible becauſe ſhe 1s fo. 

Thirdly, I demand how it 1s poſſible you ſhould know that theſe pretended Commo- 
dities might not be gained, and theſe Miſchiefs which you fear avoided, without any 
Aſſiſtance of the Church of Rome's Infallibility, if all Men in the World did believe the 
Scripture, and live according to it, and would require no more of others but to do fo ? 
If yon fay, that notwithſtanding this, there would be no Unity in Doctrine; I anſwer, 
1. It is impoſſible you ſhould know this, conſidering that there are many Places in Scrip- 
tare which do more than probably import, that the Want of Piety in living is the Cauſe 
of Want of Unity in believing. 2. Thar there would be Unity of Opinion in all Things 
neceſſary; and that in Things not neceſſary, Unity of Opinion is not neceſſary. But 
laſtly, that notwithſtanding Difterences in theſe Things of lefſer Importance, there might 
and would be Unity of Communion, Unity of Charity and Affection, which is one of 
the greateſt Bleſſings which the World is capable of; abſolute Unity of Opinion being 
a Matter rather to be deſired than hoped for. 

Obj. Againſt this it has been objected, That the Scripture cannot be the Guide, becauſe 
many Men have uſed their beſt Endeavours to follow it, and yet have fallen, ſome into 
Arianiſm, others into Pelagianiſm, others into other damnable Hereſies: and how can I 
ſecure any Man but he may do the like? 

Anſw. To this I anſwer, by diſtinguiſhing the Perſons which are pretended to have 
made uſe of this Guide, and yet to have fallen into Hereſy, rhat they were either ſuch 
as did love the Truth fincerely, and above all Things, and did ſeek it diligently, and 
with all their Power, to this Intent, that they might conform their Belief and Life unto 
it; ſuch as, following St. Paul's Direction, did firſt try all Things deliberately, and then 
choſe what in their Conſcience they thought was beſt : Or they were ſuch as, for Want 


3 ai 10 


of the Love of the Truth, God ſuffered to fall into ſtrong Deluſions, to fall to a falſe 


Religion, becauſe they brought not forth the Fruits of the true; to make Ship-wreck ol 
their Faith, becauſe they had caſt away a good Conſcience; to have their Eyes blinded, 
and their Light taken away, becauſe they made not the right Uſe of it, but were idle 
and unprofitable, and ſet their Hearts upon Vanity, and had only a Form of Religion, 
but denied the Effet of it in their Lives and Converſations : In a Word, ſuch as were 
betrayed to their Errour, and kept for ever, in it, either by Negligence in ſeeking the 
Truth, or Unwillipgneſs to find it, or by ſome other voluntary Sin; and for theſe I 
dare not fatter them with Hope of Pardon. But let me tell you, it is not the Errour 
of the Underſtanding, but the Sin of their Will that truly and properly damns them. 
Bur for the former, I ami confident that nothing is more contumelious to the Goodneſs 
of God, than to think that he will damn any ſuch ; for he ſhouid damn Men that truly 
love him, and deſire to ſerve him, for doing that which, all Things conſidered, was im- 
poſſible for them not to do. 


05%. If it is ſaid, That Pride of their own Underſtanding made them not ſubmit to 


the Church of Rome, and to her Guidance; and that for this, being a voluntary Sin, 


they may be juſtly damned. 


Humiliry to obey thoſe whom God hath 


one that will take upon him to lead us: That if the Blind lead the Blind, not only the 


Leader but the Houer ſhall periſh : Laſtly, that the preſent Church of Rome l 
very 


Anſto. Ianſwer, that whether the Church of Rome be the Guide of all Men is the Que- 
ſtion, and therefore not to be begged but proved: That the Man we ſpeak of is ver, 
willing to follow this Guide, could he find any good Ground to believe it is his Guide; 
and therefore the Reaſon he follows her not, is not Pride, but Ignorance : That as 1t is 
ſet over us, ſo it is Credulity to follow every 2! 
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very little, and indeed nothing of Moment, to get the Office of being Head and Guide 
of the Church, which Antichriſt when he cometh, may not and will not make uſe of, 
for the very ſame End and Purpoſe ; and therefore he had Reaſon not to be too ſudden 
and preeipitate in committing himſelf to the Conduct of the Pope, for Fear of miſta- 
king Antichriſt for the Vicar of Chriſt, | 

Obj. But in all Commonwealths, it is neceſſary there ſhould be not only a Law for 
Men to live by, but allo a living and ſpeaking Judge to decide their Differences ariſing 
about the various Interpretations of the Law, and otherwiſe Controverſies would be end- 
leſs: Therefore if ſuch a Judge be ſo neceſſary in civil Affairs, for the procuring and pre- 
ſerving our temporal Peace and Happineſs ; how much more neceſſary is he, for the de- 
ciding of thoſe Controverſies, that concern the Saving and Damning of our Souls for ever. 

Anſ. Hereunto I anſwer, 1. That if it were as evident and certain that God hath ap- 
pointed the Pope, or Church of Rome, to be the Guide of Faith, and Judge of Contro- 
verſies, as that the King had appointed ſuch a one to be Lord Chief Juſtice, the having 
ſuch a Guide would be very available, for to preſerve the Church in Unity, and to con- 
duct Mens Souls to Heaven. But a Judge that has no better Title or Evidence to his 
Place, than the Pope has to that which he pretends to, a Judge that is doubtful, and 
juſtly queſtionable whether he be the Judge or no, is in all Probability likely to produce 
clean contrary Effects, and to be himſelf one of the Apples of Strife, one of the grea- 
reſt Subjects of Controverſy, and Occaſion of Diſſentions. | 

And to avoid this great Inconvenience, if God had intended the Pope .or Church of 
Rome for this great Office, certainly he would have ſaid ſo, very plainly and very fre- 
quently ; if not ras be certainly ſometimes, once at leaſt he would have ſaid ſo in 
expreſs Terms: But he does not ſay ſo, no not ſo much as once, nor any thing from 
whence it may be collected with any ſure or firm Conſequence ; therefore if it be not 
certain, certainly it is very probable he never meant ſo. 

Again, in civil Controverſies the Caſe can hardly be ſo put, that chere ſhould be any 
Neceſſity that the ſame Man ſhould be Judge and Party : But in Matters of Religion, 
wherein all have equal Intereſt, every Man is Party, and engaged to judge, for temporal 
Reſpects, this Way or that Way, and therefore not fit to be a Judge. . But what then, 
if he, who was with ſo much Clamour and fo little Reaſon vouched for the Lafallibility 
of the Church of Rome, do tell you plainly, there is no living Judge on Earth, appointed 
by God, to decide the Controverſies ariſing amongſt Chriſtians, nor no Way to deter- 
mine them but by Scripture. His Words are expreſs and formal, and need no other 
Commentary but a true Interpretation. 


Optat. Melevit. Lib. 5. ad Princip. 


Vos dicitis, licet; nos, non licet : Inter veſtrum licet, & noſtrum non licet, autant & ve- 
migant anime populorum, Nemo wobis credat, nemo nobis; omnes contentiofi homines ſumus. 
Quarendi ſunt judices : fi Chriſtiani, de utraque parte dari non poſſunt : de foris quarendus eſt 
Judex. Si Paganus, non poteſt noſe Chriſtiana ſecreta : Si Judæus, inimicus eſt Chriſtiani Bap- 
tiſmatis, Ergo in terris de hac re nullum poterit reperiri judicium : de cœlo quarendus eſt judex. 
Sed & quid pulſamus cælum, cum habeamus hic in evangelio teſtamentum ? Quia hoc loco recte 
poſſunt terrena cœleſtibus comparari ; tale eſt, quod quivis hominum habens numeroſos filios : His, 
quamdin preſens eſt, ipſe imperat ſingulis, non eſt adhuc neceſſarium teſtamentum. Sic & Chri- 
ſtus, quamdiu praſens in terris fuit (quamvis nec modo defit) pro tempore quicquid neceſſarium 
erat, Apoſtolis imperavit. Sed quomodo terrenus pater cum ſe in confinio ſenſerit mortis, timens 
ne poſt mortem ſuam rupta pace litigent fratres, adhibitis teſtibus voluntatem ſuam de pectore 
mrituro transfert in tabulas diu duraturas ; & fi fuerit inter fratres contentio nata, nen itur 
ad tumulum, ſed quaritur teſtamentum, & qui in tumulo quieſcit, tacitis de tabulis loquitur vi- 
ous, Is, cujus 23322 in cœlo eſt : Ergo voluntas ejus velut in teſtamento, fic in evan- 
gelio inquiratur. 


That is,“ You ſay ſuch a Thing is lawful ; we ſay it is unlawful : The Minds of the 
People are doubtful and wavering between your lauful and our unlawful, Let no Man 
© believe either 30 or us, we are all contentious Men. We muſt ſeek therefore for 
© Judges between us. If Chriſtians are to be our Judges, both Sides will not afford ſuch. 
yy We muſt ſeek for a Judge abroad. If he be a Pagan, he cannot know the Secrets of 
: Chriſtianity : If he be a Jeu, he is an Enemy to Chriſtian Baptiſm. Therefore there 
is no Judgement of this Matter can be found on Earth. We muſt ſeek for a Judge 
b from Heaven, But to what End do we ſollicite Heaven, when we have here in the 
5 Goſpel a Will and Teſtament ? And becauſe here we may fitly compare earthly 
„Things with heavenly ; the Caſe is juſt as if a Man had many Sons; while he is pre- 
: ſent with them, he commands every one what he will have done; and there is no 
„ need as yet of making his laſt Will. So alſo Chriſt, as long as he was preſent on 
„ Earth (though neither now is he wanting) for a Time commanded his Apoſtles what- 

ſoever was neceſſary. But juſt as an earthly Father, when he feels his Death ap- 


proaching, fearing leſt after his Death the Brothers ſhould fall out and quarrel, wi 
e | Ee | calls 
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* calls in Witneſſes, and tranſlates his Will from his dying Heart into writ 
* that will continue long after him : Now if any Controverſy ariſes (14 way 
© thers, they do not go to his Tomb, but conſult his laſt Will; and thus he, whilſt he 
© reſts in his Grave, does ſpeak to them in thoſe ſilent Tables as if he were alive. He 
| * whoſe Teſtament we have, is in Heaven; therefore we are to enquire his Pleaſure in 
* the Goſpel 2 in his laſt Will ye Leong pe | , 
It is plain from hence, that he knew not of any living, king audible L 
niſhed Ach Authority and Infallibility to decide this e, Had he r 
| | ſuch aſſiſted with the Spirit of God for this Purpoſe, it had been horrible Impiety mins 
God and the Church's Peace, to ſay there was none ſuch ; or the Spirit of God was not 
able by his Aſſiſtance to keep this Judge from being hindred, with Partiality, from ſee- 
ing the Truth. Had he thought the Biſhop of Rome ſpeaking ex Cathed+a to be this 
Judge, now had been the Time to have ſaid fo ; but he ſays directly the contrary, and 
therefore it is plain he knew of no ſuch Authority he had, 

Neither is there the like Reaſon for a Judge, finally and with Authority, to determine 
Controverſies in Religion and Civil Differences: For if the Controverſy be about mine 
and thine, about Land, or Money, or any other Thing, it is impoſſible that both J 
ſhould hold the Poſſeſſion of it and my Adverſary too; and one of us muſt do Injury 
to the other, which is not fit it ſhould be eternal: But in Matters of Doctrine the Caſe 
is clean contrary ; I may hold my Opinion, and do my Adverſary no Wrong; and my 
Adverſary may hold his, and do me none. 


Texts of Scripture alledged for Infallibility. | 


The Texts alledged for it by Cardinal Perron and Mr. Stratford, are partly Prophecies 
of the Old Teſtament, partly Promiſes of the New. 


1. Eſa. i, 26. Thou ſhalt be called the City of Juſtice, the faithful City. 
2. Eſa. lii. 1. Through thee ſhall no more paſs any that is uncircumciſed, or unclean. 
b 


e 
* * 
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3. Eſa. lix. 21. As for me, this is my Covenant with them, ſaith the Lord, my Spirit that is 
upon thee, and my Words which I have put in thy Mouth, ſhall not depart out of thy Mouth, nor 
out of the Mouth of thy Seed, nor out of the Mouth of thy Seed's Seed, ſaith the Lord, from hence- 


forth and for ever. 
4. Efa. Ixi1. 6. Upon thy Walls, Hieruſalem, I have appointed Watchmen all the Day and 
all the Night for ever, they ſball not hold their Peace. , 1 
5. Jerem. xxxi. 33. This ſhall be the Covenant which I will make with the Houſe of Iſrael, | 
faith the Lord, I will give my Law in their Bowels, and in their Heart I will write it, and I will . 
be their God, and they ſhall be my People. | : 


6. Ezek. xxxvi. 27. I will put my Spirit within you, and cauſe you to walk in my Statutes, 
and ye ſhall keep my Judgements and do them. 

7. Ezek. xxxvii. 26. I will give my Sanctification in the midſt of them for ever. f 

8. Oſe. ii. 19, 20. J will eſpouſe thee to me for ever; and I will eſpouſe thee to me in Juſ- 


tice and Judgement, and in Mercy and Commiſerations ; I will eſpouſe thee to me in Faith, and , 
thou ſhalt know that I am the Lord. | 
9. Cant. iv. 7. Thou art all fair, my Love, and there is no Spot in thee, e 
1 Now before we proceed farther, let us reflect upon theſe Places, and make the moſt 
| of them for the Behoof of the Roman Church ; and I believe it will then appear to any 
one not veiled with Prejudice, that not one of them reaches Home to the Concluſion in- 
tended, which is, That the Roman Church is infallible. 
The firſt Place perhaps would do ſomething, but that there are three main Exceptions * 
againſt it. 1. That here is no Evidence, not ſo much as that of Probability, that this 
is here ſpoken of the Church of Rome. 2. That it is certain that it is not ſpoken of the tl 
Church ef Rome; but of the Nation of the Fews, after their Converſion, as is apparent It 
from that which follows : Zion ſhall be redeemed with Judgement, and her Converts with le 
Righteouſneſs. 3. That it was no Way certain, that whatſoever Society may be called, er 
The City of Righteouſneſs, the faithful City, muſt be infallible in all her Doctrine; with a th 
great deal more Probability, it might challenge from hence the Privilege of being In- 
peccable ; which yet Roman Catholicks, I believe, do not pretend to. f 
The ſecond Place is liable to the ſame Exceptions; the Church f Rome is not ſpoken 
of in it, but Zion and Hieruſalem; and it will ſerve as well, nay better, to prove Impec- 
cability than Taufallibility. | 
The third Place is the Achilles for this Opinion, wherein every Writer triumphs ; but C! 
I wonder they ſhould do ſo, conſidering the Covenant here ſpoken of is made, not with © cee 
the Church of Rome, but with Zion, and them that turn from Tranſgreſſion in Jacob : The re 
Words are, And the Redeemer ſhall come out of Zion, and unto them that turn from Tranſ- | th 
Nay” bw in Jacob, ſaith the Lord. As for me, this is my Covenant with them, ſaith the Lord, 5 
My Spirit that is in thee, and my Words, &c. Now if the Church of Rome be Zion, and they © Er 
that turn from Iniquity in Jacob, they may have Title to this Covenant; if not, they muſt for 
forbear, and leave it to the Jews after their Converſion ; to whom 1t 1s appropriated by a to 
more infallible Interpreter than the Pope; I mean St. Paul, Rom. xi. 26. And it ſeems, - C0! 
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the Church of Rome alſo believes as much; for'otherwiſe, why does ſhe, in the Margin of 
her Bible fend us to that Place, of St. Paul for an Expoſition. 

Read the fourth Place, and you ſhall find nothing can be made of it but this ; that the 
Watchmen of Hieruſalem ſhall never ceaſe importuning God for the ſending of the Meſ- 
fas. To this Purpoſe ſpeaks the Prophet in Ver. 1. For Zion's Sake I will not hold my 
Peace, and for Hieruſalem's Sake I will not reſt, until the Righteouſneſs thereof go forth as Bright- 
neſs : And the Gentiles ſoall fee thy Righteouſneſs. But the Words following theſe that are 
objected, make it moſt evident, which are, ye that make mention of the Lord keep not filence, 
and give him no Reſt, till he eſtabliſh, and till he make Hieruſalem a Praiſe in the Earth, 

The fifth Place had they ſer down entirely, for very Shame they could not have urged 
it for the Infallibility of the Roman Church. The Words are, Behold the Days come, 2 
the Lord, that I will make a new Covenant with the Houſe of Iſrael, and with the Houſe of Ju- 
dah ; not according to the Covenant which I made with their Fatherz— But this ſhall be the Co- 
denant that I will make with the Houſe of Iſrael——Afrer thoſe Days, ſaith the Lord, I will put 
my Law in their inward Parts, and write it in their Hearts, and I will be their God, and they 
all be my People; and they ſhall teach no more every Man his Neighbour, and every Man his 
Brother, ſaying, Know the Lord ; for they (hall all know me from the leaft of them to the greateſt 
of them, ſaith the Lord, And now I have tranſcribed the Place, I think it ſuperfluous to 
make any other Anſwer, 

The ſame Anſwer, and no other, will I make alſo to the ſixth Place. The Words are, 
Therefore ſay unto the Houſe of Iſrael, Thus ſaith the Lord God, I do not this for your Sakes, O 
Houſe of Iſrael, but for my holy Name Sake, ver. 22. I will take you from among the Hea- 
then, and gather you out of all Countries, and will bring you into your own Land, v. 24. Then 
will 1 ſprinkle clean Water upon you, ver. 25. A new Heart alſo will I give you, ver. 26. And 
I will put my Spirit in you, and cauſe you to walk in my Statutes, and ye ſhall keep my Fudgements 
and do them, ver. 27. And ye ſhall dwell in the Land that I gave to your Fathers : I will alſo 
ſave you from all your Uncleauneſſes, and J will call for the Corn, and will encreaſe it, and lay no 
Fumiue upon you. Aud the deſolate Lend ſhalll be tilled, ver. 34. And they ſhall ſay, this Land 
that was deſolate, is become like the Garden of Eden. * 

The ſeventh Place alſo carries its Anſwer in its Forehead : Thus ſaith the Lord God 
Behold I will take the Children of Iſrael from among the Heathen, whither they be gone; and 7 
will make them one Nation in the Land upon the Mountains of Iſrael, and one King ſhall be King 
to them all, &c. to the End of the Chapter. In all which Place he that can find a Syl- 
lable of the Church of Rome, he muſt have better Eyes than I have. | 

The next (eighth) Place would be very pregnant for the Church of Rome, if of Cour- 
teſy we would grant, that whatſoever is promiſed to Mrael is intended to them; as you 
may ſee in the Place at large, from Ver. 17. to the End of the Chapter. 

The ninth and laſt Place, out of the Canticles, had it been urged by a Proteſtant ; it 
would have been thought a ſufficient Anſwer to haye ſaid, That myſtical Texts are not 
fit to argue upon. But if this will not ſerve, then we anſwer, 1, That there is no Men- 
tion nor Intimation of the Church of Rome. 2. That it proves either too much, or no- 
thing at all: That is, that the Roman Church is impeccable, as well as infallible ; unleſs 
we will ſay, That Errours only, are Spots, and Impieties are not. 


Out of the New Teſtament they alledge theſe Texts. 
Matt. xvi. 18. Upon this Rock will I build my Church, and the Gates of Hell ſhall not pre- 


vail againſt it. 

Bur this is ſaid of the Catholick, not of the Roman Church; nor can it ever be proved, 
that the Church in Communion with the See of Rome, is the Catholick Church. Secondly, 
it ſays ſomething for the Perpetuity of the Church, but not for the Infallibility of it; un- 
leſs you will take for granted what can never be proved, That a Church that teaches any 
erroneous Doctrine is a Church no longer ; which is all one as if you ſhould ſay, a Man 
that has the Stone, or Gout, or any other Diſeaſe, is not a Man. 


T hey urge Matth. xxviii. 19, 20. 


And I am with you all Days, even unto the Conſummation of the World. 

And here alſo if we will grant, 1. That by you, is meant you and only you of the 
urch of Rome. 2. That our Saviour has here obliged himſelf to aſſiſt, not only ſuff- 
center, but alſo irrefiſtibiliter ; not only to preſerve in the Church a Light of ſufficient Pi- 
rection, as he provided a Star for the Wiſe Men, and a Pillar of Fire, and a Cloud for 
the Conduct of the Iſraelites; but alſo compel, or at leaſt neceſſitate them to follow it. 
3. That he will be with them, not only to keep them from all damnable and deſtructive 
Errours, but abſolutely from all erroneous Doctrines. If theſe Things I fay were granted, 
lome Good might be done: Bur certainly theſe are ws yaa au, too great Favours 
to be looked for by Strangers. And yet if all this be granted, we ſhould run into this In- 
convenience on the other Side; that if the Promiſe be abſolute, not only the whole Church 
of Rome ; not only a general Council; not the Pope alone; but every Biſhop, every Prieſt, 

every 
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every one who is ſent by Chriſt to baptize and preach the Goſpel. mi im th; 
fiſtance by Virtue of Chriſt's Words, and . Infalibility mg nin this A 


They urge Matth. xviii. 17, 


If he will not hear the Church, let him be to thee as the Heathen and the Publican 

And here again the Church muſt be the Church of Rome, or we are as far to ſeek as 
ever. But whar if by it be meant, which is moſt evident out of the Place every parti- 
cular Church of Chriſtians, whereunto any one Chriſtian injured by another —— ad- 
dreſs himſelf for Remedy. Certainly whoſoever reads the Place Without Prejudice I 
am confident that he ſhall not deny, but that the Senſe of the Words is, That if an 
Chriſtian injure another, and being firſt admoniſhed of it by him in private; then by 
him before two or three Witneſſes ; Laſtly, by the Church he lives in; and yet il 
proceeds on obſtinately in doing Injury to his Brother, he is to be eſteemed as a Heather 
or a Publican ; and then if Infallibility may be concluded, what a Multitude of Infallible 
Churches ſhall we have? 


They urge Matth. xviii. 20. 


IWhere two or three are gathered together in my Name, there am I in the Midſt of them. 

But this alſo either ſhoots ſhort, or over; either proves nothing, or too much : Either 
it proves not the Infallibility of the whole Church, or it proves the Infallibility of every 
Part of it : Either not the Infallibility of General Councils, or the Infallibility of par- 
ticular Councils; for there two or three at leaſt are aſſembled in Chrifi*'s Name. 
Bur then beſides, theſe two or three, for ought I can ſee or gather from the Text, 
may as well be of any other Church as the Roman. 


They urge Luke x. 16. 


He that heareth jou, heareth me; and he that deſpiſeth you, deſpiſeth me. 

But this will not do you any Service, unleſs of Favour we grant, that you here, is you 
of the Church of Rome; and but very little, if that be granted; for then every Biſhop, 
every Prieſt muſt be infallible. For there is not the meaneſt of the Meſſengers of Chriſt, 
but this may be verified of him, That he that heareth him, heareth Chriſt ; and he 
that deſpiſeth him, deſpiſeth Chriſt. 


They urge out of John xiv. verſe 1 5, 16. 


I will ack my Father, and he. will give you another Paraclete, that he may abide with you 
for ever, even the Spirit of Truth. 7 

But here alſo, what Warrant have we, by you to underſtand the Church of Rome? 
whereas he that compares, Verſe 26. with this, ſhall eaſily perceive, that our Saviour 
ſpeaks only of the Apoſtles in their own Perſons; for there he ſays, going on in the ſame 
Diſcourſe, The Holy Ghoſt whom the Father will ſend in my Name, he ſhall teach you all 
Things, and bring all Things to your Remembrance, whatſoever I have ſaid to you ; which can- 
not agree but to the Apoſtles themſelves in Perſon; and not to their Succeſſors, who had 
not yet been taught, and therefore had not forgotten any Thing, and therefore could 
not have them brought to their Remembrance. But what if it had been promiſed to 


them and their Succeſſors * Had they no Succeſſors but them of the Roman Church? This 


indeed is pretended and cried up, but for Proofs of it, deſiderantur. 

Again, I would fain know whether there be any Certainty that every Pope is a good 
Chriſtian, or whether he may not be, in the Senſe of the Scripture, of the World? If 
not, how was it that Bellarmine ſhould have Cauſe to think, that ſuch a Rank of them 


went ſucceſſively together to the Devil? 
rip ip iy rr heal WwWEeGgyyGGcAEC@oGhmCyGyGWGUWGG 


III. 4 Conference concerning the Tifallibility of the Roman Church: Proving 
that the preſent Church of Rome either errs in her Iorſhipping the Bleſ- 
ſed Virgin Mary, or that the Ancient Church did err in coudemning the 


Collyridians, as Hereticks. 


WARNEHETHER the Irfallibility of the Roman Church, be not the 
gh Foundation of their Faith which are Members of that 
4/ 

. 


I. Demand. N 
| 2 Church? _ f 
=> Anſw. The Infallibility of the Church is (not the Foundati- 

— on, but) a Part of their Faith who are Members of the 
Church. And the Roman Church is held to be the Church, by all thoſe who are Mem- 


bers of it, | Reply. 
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Reply. That which is the laſt Reafon, why you believe the Scripture to be the written 
Word of God, and unwritten Traditions his unwritten Word; and this or that to be 
che true Senſe of Scripture, that is to you the Foundation of your Faith, and ſuch unto 
you is the infallible Authority of the Roman Church. Therefore unto you it is not only 
a Part of your Faith, bat alfo fuch a Part as is the Foundation of all other Parts. 
Therefore you are deceived, if you think there is any more Oppoſition between being 
a Part of the Faith and the Foundation of other Parts of it; than there is between be- 
ing a Part of a Houſe and the Foundation of it. But whether you will have it the 
Foundation of your Faith, or only a Part of it, for the preſent Purpoſe, it is all one. 

2: Demand. Whether the Infallibility of the Roman Church be not abſolutely over- 
thrown, by proving the preſent Roman Church is in Errour, or that the Ancient was? 

Anſw. It is, if the Errour be in thoſe Things wherein ſhe is affirmed to be infallible ; 
viz, in Points of Faith. | „ . 

Reply. And this here ſpoken of, whether it be lawful to offer Tapers and Incenſe to 
the Honour of the Bleſſed Virgin, is I hope a Queſtion concerning a Point of Faith. 

3. Demand. Whether offering a Cake to the Virgin Mary, be not as l::yfut as to of- 
ſer Incenſe and Tapers and divers other Oblations to the ſame Virgin. 

Anſw. It is as lawful to offer a Cake to her Honour as Wax-Tapers; but neither the 
one, nor the other may be offered to her, or her honour, as the Term or Object of 
the Action. For to ſpeak properly, nothing is offered to her or her honour, but to G 
in the honour of the bleſſed Virgin. For Incenſe, it is a foul Slander that it is offered 
any way to the Bleſſed Virgin; for that Incenſing which is uſed in the Time of Maſs, 
is ever underſtood by all Sorts of People to be directed to God only. 

Reply. If any Thing be offered to her, ſhe is the Object of that Oblation ; as if I 
ſee Water, and through Water ſomething elſe, the Water is the Obje& of my Sight, 
though not the laſt Object. If I honour the King's Deputy, and by him the King, the 
Deputy is the Object of my Action, though not the final Object: And to ſay theſe 
Things may be offered to her, but not as to the Object of the Action, is to ſay, they 
may be offered to her, but not to her. For what elſe is meant by the Object of an A- 
ion, but that Thing on which the Action is employed, and to which it is directed? 

If you ſay that by the Object of the Action, you mean the final Object only where- 
with the Action is terminated; you ſnould then have ſpoken more properly and diſtinctly, 
and not have denied her ſimply to be the Object of this Action, when you mean only 
ſne is not ſuch a Kind of Object; no more than you may deny a Man to be a living 
Creature, meaning only that he is not a Horſe. | 

Secondly, I ſay, it is not required of Roman Catholicks, when they offer Tapers to the 
Saints, that by an actual Intention they direct their Action actually to God; but it is held 
ſufficient, that they know and believe that the Saints are in Subordination and near Re- 
lation to God, and that they give this Honour to the Saints becauſe of this Relation: 
And to God himſelf rather habitually and interpretative, than actually, expreſsly and 
formally: As many Men honour the King's Deputy, without having any preſent Thought 
of the King, and yet their Action may be interpreted an Honour to the King, being given 
to his Deputy, only becauſe he is his Deputy, and for his Relation to the King. thirdly, 
I fay, there is no Reaſon or Ground in the World, for any Man to think, that the Co/ly- 
ridians did not chuſe the Virgin Mary for the Object of their Worſhip, rather than any 
other Woman or any other Creature, meerly for her Relation to Chriſt ; and by Conſe- 
quence there is no Ground to imagine, but that at leaſt habitually and interpretativè, 
they directed their Action unto Chrift, if not actually and formally. And Ergo, if that 
be a ſufficient Defence for the Papiſts, that they make not the Bleſſed Virgin the final 
Object of their Worſhip, but worſhip her, not for her own Sake, but for her Relation 
unto Chriſt : Epiphanius ſurely did ill to charge the Collyridians with Hereſy, having no- 
thing to impute to them, but only that he was informed, that they offered a Cake to the 
Honour of the Bleſſed Virgin, which Honour yet they might, and without Queſtion 
did give unto her for her Relation unto Chriſt, and ſo made her nor the laſt Obje& and 
Term of their Worſhip ; and from hence it is evident, that he conceived the very A- 
ction it ſelf, ſubſtantially and intrinſecally malicious, i. e. he believed ir a Sin that they 
offered to her at all; and ſo by their Action put her in the Place of God, by giving 
unto her this Worſhip proper to God; and not that they terminated their Action finally 
in her, or did in very Deed think her to be God and not a Creature. 

But to ſpeak properly, you ſay, nothing is offered to her or to her Honour, but to God in Ho- 
nour of the Bleſſed Virgin. 

Belike then if through HenlyI go from hence to London, I may not be ſaid properly to 
go to Henly, but only to London; or if through Water I ſee the Sand, I may not be pro- 
perly ſaid to ſee the Water, but only the Sand. Away with ſuch ſhifting Sophiſtry; 
either leaye your Practice of offering to Saints if it be naught, or colour it not over with 


ſuch empty Diſtinctions if it be good: Chriſt ſaith to his Apoſtles in regard of their Re- 


lation to him, He that heareth you heareth me, and he that deſpiſeth you deſpiſeth me; and 

yet who doubts, but they that heard the Apoſtles did properly hear them, and they 

that deſpiſed them did properly deſpiſe * though their Action ſtaid not in them, but 
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reached up to Heaven and to Chriſt himſelf. You pray to Saints and Ane 


| b els, tho 
you do not terminate your Prayers in them; and yet I doubt not but your Priyers gh 


#ints, may be as properly called Prayers, as thoſe you make to God himſel# For 
though rheſe be of a more excellent Nature than they, yet do they agree in the gy 1 
Nature that they are both Prayers. As though a Man be a more excellent living 5 
ture than a Horſe, yet he agrees with him in this, that both are living 8 Bu 
if nothing be properly offered to her or to her Honour, why do you in your ſixth "cs 
[wer fay, you may offer any Thing to the Virgin Mary, by way of Preſents and Gifts 
by the Doctrine of the Roman Church? Certainly he that offers by way of Gift or Pre- 
ſent, offers as 5 he that offers by way of Sacrifice; asa Horſe is as proper! 
a living ian * a Man. ay (abi i falſe) J 
But if it were ſo as you ſay (which is moſt falſe) that you did not pro 
the Bleſſed Virgin, but to God in honour of her; yet in 5 3 
qualify or mend the Matter, but make it worſe. For firſt, who taught you, that in the 
Time of the Goſpel (after the Accompliſhment of the Prediction, Sacrifice and Offering 
thou worldeft not, but a Body haſt thou prepared me; after this Interpretation of it in the E- 
piſtle to the Helieus, He taketh away the firſt, that he may eſtabliſh the ſecond) that it is ſtill 
lawful to offer Tapers or Incenſe to God. Secondly, in my Underſtanding, to offer to 
God in honour of the Virgin, is more derogatory from God's Honour, than to offer to 
her in the Fonour of God, for this is in my Apprehenſion to ſubordinate God to her 
to make her the terminating and final Object of the Action; to make God the Way, and 
her the End, and by and through God to convey the Worſhip unto her. 
But for Tacenſe, you ſay, it is a foul Slander, that it is offered any way to the Bleſſed Virgin. 
To this 1 anſwer, that your imputing Slander to me, is it ſelf a Slander : For, 1. In 
your Fifth Anſwer, you have given a clear Intimation that you have never been out of 
Figland ; ſo that you cannot certainly know, what is the Practice of your Church in this 
Point beyond Sea. And he that lives amongſt you, and has but half an Eye open and 
free from Prejudice, cannot but ſee, that the Roman Religion is much more exorbitant 
in the general Practice of it, than it is in the Doctrine publiſhed in Books of Controver- 
ly; where it is delivered with much Caution and Moderation, nay Cunning and Diſſi- 
mulation, that it may be the fitter to win and engage Proſelytes; who being once en- 
ſnared, though they be afterwards ſtartled with ſtrange and unlooked-for Practices, yet a 
hundred to one, but they will rather ftifle their Conſcience, and daſh all Scruples a- 
gainſt the pretended Rock of their Church's Infallibility, and blindly follow thoſe 
Guides, to whoſe Conduct they have unadviſedly committed themſelves, than come off 
again with the Shame of being reputed weak and inconſtant; ſo terrible an Idol is this 
vain nothing, the Opinion and Cenſure of fooliſh Men. 


But to return again to you, I ſay, your Ignorance of the Practice of the Roman Church 


beyond the Seas, does plainly convince that you have raſhly, and therefore ſlanderouſſy 
charged 'me with the Crime of Slander. As for your Reaſon you add, conſider it again, 
and you will ſee it is worth nothing. For what if Incenſing in Time of Maſs, be un- 
derſtood by all Sorts of People to be directed to God alone, ( which yet you cannot poſ- 
ſibly know) yet this J hope hinders not, but that, in Proceſſions you may incenſe the 
Images of the Saints, and conſequently (according to your Doctrine) do this Honour 
to the Saints themſelves repreſented by the Images. I my ſelf ( unleſs I am very much 


miſtaken) was preſent when this very Thing was done to the Picture of St. Bennet or 


St. Gregory, in the Cloiſter of St. Vedaſtus in the Monaſtery in Doway. 

But indeed what a ridiculous Inconſequence is it, to think that Wax 'Tapers may 
lau fully be offered to the Saints and Incenſe may not; or if Incenſe may not, which you 
ſeem to diſclaim as impious, that Wax-Tapers may. | 

4. Demand. Whether the Collyridians were not condemned as Hereticks by the ancient 
Church, Firft, for offering a Cake upon an Anniverſary Feaſt to the Bleſſed Virgin. 
Secondly, for that they did this not being Prieſts. | . 

Anſw. The Collyridians were condemned as Hereticks for two Things. Firſt, for em- 
ploying Women in the Place and Office of Prieſts to offer a Cake (not in the Nature of 
a Gift or Preſent, but) in the Nature of a * Sacrifice, which was never lawful for any 
but Men, and thoſe © conſecrated. 7 
| Secondly, for offering this * Sacrifice & beha, in the Name of the Bleſſed Virgin, 
id eſt, unto Her, her ſelf directly and terminatively, as an Act of Divine Worſhip 
and Adoration, due unto Her, as unto a Sovereign Power and Deity. 


ꝙ—ůUůà 


— 
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Ut in nomen Virginis Collyridem quandam Sacrificarent. Epiph. her. 78. Offerunt panem in nomen Maric. 
omnes autem pane participant. Þ Deo enim ab æterno nullatenus mulier facrificavit. Idem hæreſ. 79. © Diaconit- 
ſurum ordo eſt in Eccleſia, ſed non ad ſacrificandum, nam neque Diaconis concreditum eſt, ut aliquod myſterium 
perficiant. Id. Ibid. -»-- 4 Vid. ſap. nota. ---- * Mortuis cultum divinum præſtantes, Id. Ibid. And again: Revera 
virgo erat honorata, ſed non ad adorationem nobis data, fed ipſa adorans Deum. And again. Non ut adoretur 
Virgo, nec ut Deum hanc efficeret, c. Sit in honore Marie ; Pater et Filius & Spiritus S. adoretur, Mariam 
nemo adoret. Deo debetur hoc myſterium Id 1614, f Pro Deo hanc introducere ſtatuerant, I4 Ibid. Revera 
danctum erat Marie corpus non tamen Deus. Aud again. Mulierem eam appellavit Foh. ii. Velut prophetans 
& ne aliqui nimium admirati Sanctam, in hanc herælin dilabantur. And again. Non tamen aliter genita eſt 
preter hominis naturam, fed ſicut omnes ex ſemine viri & utero — Id. Ibid, 
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Reply. It ſeems then theſe Women might offer this Cake to the Honour and Name of 
the Virgin Mary, if they had done it as a Gift or Preſent, and not as a Sacrifice. Epipha- 
vivs then ſurely was too haſty to condemn them, being informed of nothing, but that 
they oftered a Cake unto her. Methinks before he had put them in his Catalogue, he 
thould have enquired whether they offered this Cake as a Gift only, or as a Sacrifice. 
Certainly had the PraGice of offering to Saints by way of Gifts, been the Practice of 
the Church in his Time, he would not have been ſo uncharitable, as to condemn that 
Action as impious and heretical, which might have received ſo lawful and pious a Con- 
{traction. But he, good Man, it ſeems could not conceive a Difference between a Sa- 
crifice and the offering a Creature by way of Conſumption to the Honour of that to 
which it is offered. The ſubtile Wits of our Times I hope have found out another De- 
finition for it, and I thall underſtand by you what it is. But if you can find no other, 
then certainly, though ſetting up a Picture, or hanging up a Leg or Eye or Ear in me- 
mory of ſome miraculons Cure, obtained by a Saint's Interceſſion, would be a Gift or Pre- 
{ent only; yet offering of Incenſe, or burning a Taper in the Honour of a Saint, daub 
the Matter how you will, will be without Queſtion a Sacryfice, If you ſay, that there may 
be ſach an Offering and yet no Sacrifice; I would know then, how you would prove 
that the Collyridians Oſtering was indeed a Sacrifice? All that Epiphanius ſays of them is 
but this Pauem propenunt & in Maria nomen offerunt. And though this Offering of 
theirs was indeed a Sacrifice in the Notion of the Word, which J have given it, yet 
doth he not any where ſay expreſsly, That they did ſacrifice or offer it as a Sacrifice, but on- 
ly and barely that they did offer it; not uſing (as good Fortune would have it) any 
Word which doth of neceſſity, and properly ſignify to ſacrifice; and therefore you are 
fain to help the Dice, and alter every Place for your Advantage. Epiphanius ſays not, 
as you tranſlate him, ut in nomen Virginis Collyridem quandam ſacrificent; nor ſacrificantes 
Ferunt, as Petavius ; but *7i7*a&v which may as well ſignify, to conſecrate or offer, as to 
ſacrifice, if there be any Difference between them. So the next Place, efferunt panem in 
nomen Maria, omnes autem pane participant ; proves not I hope offering by way of Sacrifice, 
unleſs the Conſumption of the Oblation make it a Sacrifice; which if it do, how your 
Tapers can be kept from being Sacrifices I cannot imagine; unleſs again perhaps Con- 
ſumption by way of Eating will make it a Sacrifice, and by Burning will not ; which can- 
not be, becauſe the whole Burnt-offerings were Sacrifices as well as any other. 

| Your third Place is, Deo autem ab aterno nullatenus mulier ſacrificavit, But is ſigni- 
fies not to ſacrifice, but only to perform the Office of a Prieſt ; and ſo Petavius tranſlates 
the Place, Nunquam ſacerdotio funfta eſt mulier. And though Sacrificing be one perhaps, 
yet will you not ſay it is the ozly Office of a Prieſt; as your next and laſt Place would 
have declared, had you ſet it down' faithfully'; but in that alſo you juggle again, and 
force it to ſpeak to your Purpoſe thus. Diaconiſſarum ordo eſt in Eccleſia, ſed non ad Sa- 
c:ificandandum ; but Petavius hath tranſlated it truly thus: Quanquam vero Diaconiſſarum 
in Eccleſia ordo fit, non ta men ad ſacerdotii functionem, aut ullam adminiſtrationem inſtitutus eſt. 
And now though, by an uſual Synecdoche, the Name of the Genus be given to the 
Species, and therefore had a Man fairly and candidly tranſlated e by Sacrifice, I 
ſhould not have much condemned him, yet to do it when the oo is, whether this 
their Offering, confeſſed to be an Offering, were in propriety of Speech a Sacrifice, to 
do it for Ends, to ſhift off a convincing Argument, to palliate over a foul Matter, by 
putting a verbal Difference where there is none indeed, and all that you may mperitos 
rerum in fraudem illicere ; that is, But I forbear you. 

But Secondly it is pretended | they offered this Sacrifice es avoun. in the Name of the Bleſ- 
Jed Virgin; i. e. unto her, her ſelf, directly and terminately as an Act of Divine Worſhip and 
Adoration due unto her, as unto a Sovereign Power and Deity. | And to colour and counte- 
nance this ſtrange Gloſs, many Places are quoted out of Epiphanius, which I will examine 
In order as they lie. | | | 

The firſt Place is, mortuis cultum Divinum præſtantes, where your Meaning is, I believe, 
that Epiphanius ſays the Collyridians did fo ; but the Truth is he ſays only, ortuos colentes ; 
as Petavius tranſlates it; and therefore here once again you help the Dice; yet if he had 
ſaid ſo, why ſhould you rather from cultum divinum collect that, that they thought her 
God, than from mortuis, that they thought her dead, and therefore certainly not a God? 
Certainly this can be no Warrant to you, that Epiphanius charges them with ſo thinking : 
For Proteſtants you know impute to Papiſts that they give to Saints cultum divinum, and 
yet they do not impute to them the Hereſy of thinking, that the Saints are Sovereign 
Powers and Deities : But as S. Paul accuſeth the Gentiles, for that, knowing God to be 
God, they did not worſhip him as God, ſo on the other Side, Proteſtants condemn Papiſts, 
and Epiphanius, ſor ought we can ſee hitherto, might condemn the Colhridians, for that, 
knowing the Bleſſed Virgin not to be God, they yet worſhipped her as God. That is, 
gave her that Worſhip which is God's own peculiar, which yet they might do, not be- 
cauſe they thought her God, but becanſe this Worſhip, which was indeed proper to God, 
— might think not proper, but communicable to ſuch Creatures as were high in his 
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The next Place is--- Revera virgo erat honorata, ſed non . | 
inf advram Deum, e, 6 5 7 he ad adorntionem nobis data, fe 4 
anſwer, that the Oc. perhaps conceals ſomething more pertinent to your P 
but in the Words ſet down there appears to me juſt nothing: n 
beg no other Syllogſin due ths if Fat noting; for I can frame our of 
Whatſoever Epiphanius in this Place ſays is not to be 77 77 
thought to be God. 5 adored, that the Cilhridian 
: 25 * here ſays the Virgin is not to be adored. Ergo, The Collyridians thought 
ner Od. 
Of this Syllogiſm I deny the major Propoſition, and I believe ſha 
Proof of it, as I have done for an Anker ws ſome other Diſcourſes, ee bein =. 
ten in a ſew Days, have waited now with a longing Expectation for a promiſed Anſwer 
many Months, If you ſay, you would conclude from theſe Words, that they did a- 
= her, — _ ore — 4 — ory I have anſwered already, that they might do 
this, not becauſe they thought her but becauſe they thou oh 3 
on Favour, capable = Adoration. R beaches, ae 
he next Place Non ut adoretur Virgo, nec ut Deum hanc efficeret-==- 
Chriſt took Fleſh of the Virgin, not that ſhe ſhould be A Þ, rg meg why God: 
And this you think imports, that they conceive her God. Yer if I ſhould, condemning 
your Practice of offering Tapers to her, uſe the ſame Words and ſay,----Chriſt tock Fleſ> 
of the Virgin, not that ſhe ſhowld be adored, or to make her God : You would not yet conceive 
that I charged you with the Hereſy of believing her God, but only of the Impiety of 
giving to her that Worfhip which was peculiar to God; and why then might not Epipha- 
nius, having like Occaſion, uſe the ſame Words to the Colhridians upon the ſame, and 
no other Ground. 8 
The next Place Mariam nemo adoret, Deo debetur hoc myſterium,---- is ſo far from 
proving your Imagination, that it ſtrongly confirms my Aſſertion, that Epiphanius did not 
impute to the Collyridians the Opinion, that the Virgin Mary was God. If I ſhould ſay to 
a Papiſt, the Bleſſed Virgin is not to be worſhipped with the Worſhip of Hyperdulia, be- 
cauſe ſuch Worſhip is due only to the Mother of God, would they not ſay I were mad, 
and argued againſt my ſelf, for that they believed ſhe was the Mother of God. By 
like Reaſon, 1t Epiphanius knew that the Collyridians believed the Virgin Mary to be God, 
he reaſoned as wildly againſt himſelf in ſaying----Mariam nemo — Deo debetur hoc 
myſterium--- For it is very true (might they have ſaid ) this Service is due to God alone, 
but you know our Belief and Profeſſion that ſhe is God, and therefore by your own 
Rule capable of this Worſhip. | 
The next Place 1$--- Pro Deo hanc introducere ſtuduerunt. And may not this be juſtly 
ſaid to any Man, who to any 'Thing beſides God, gives that Worſhip which is proper 
and peculiar unto God? What if to a Man that ſhould teach---- The Pope had Power to 
diſpenſe with Men for the keeping of God's Laws----I ſhould ſay, pro Deo Papam introducis. 
Muſt I of neceſſity mean that that Man did verily believe the Pope not a Man but a So- 
vereign Power and Deity ? St. Paul tells us that Covetouſueſs is Idolatry ; he tells us of ſome 
whoſe God is their Belly; is it therefore conſequent, that every covetous Man doth indeed 
believe his Gold, and every Glutton his Bely, to be indeed a Sovereign Power and 
Deity ? Away with ſuch Fopperies. Whoſoever loves, or fears, or truſts in any Thing 
more than God, may yet be juſtly ſaid to make that his God, and whoſoever ſhould 
worſhip any Creature with that external Worſhip which God has appropriated ro him- 
ſelf, might juſtly be ſaid to bring in that Creature for God. St. Paul tells us of ſome, 
who in Words profeſſed God, yet factis negabant, in their Deeds denied him; ſo theſe on the 
contrary, may in their Words deny this Creature to be God, and in their Hearts not 
think it ſo, yet ſeeing their Actions to it are as if it were God, they may be juſtly 
charged, that with their Deeds they make this Creature God. 


Qui fingit Sacros ex auro & marmore vultus, 
Non facit ille Deos, qui colit ille facit. 


What, if upon conſideration of the ſtrangely enormous Worſnip which Papiſts give to 


the Virgin Mary ( ſwearing by her Name, making Vows unto her, offering Tapers to 


her Honour, attributing a Kind of communicated Omniſcience and almoſt Omnipotence 
to her, as I can caſily make good they do, partly out of the Offices of their Church, 


partly out of private Mens Works, but ſer out with Licence and Approbation) what I 


ſay, if upon this Conſideration I ſhould affirm, pro Deo ipſam introducere conantur. Would 
it therefore be conſequent, that I muſt impute this Blaſphemy to them, that they believea 
and taught her to be a Sovereign Power and Deity ? I trow not. And therefore Epipha- 
nius might ſay the ſame of the Colhridians conſidering their Action, without any Intent o 

imputing to them any ſuch Opinion. This Petavius ſure ſaw well enough, and therefore (as I 
ſhall hereafter demonſtrate to the Eye) to countenance his Marginal Annotation, Quidam 


Mariam Deum eſſe crediderunt, he cunningly abuſes and perverts Epiphanius s Text falſe 
| ran- 
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Tranſlation. — Sic pugnat, Sic eſt metuendus Ulyſſes. —+'The next Place is, revera ſanctum 
erat Marie corpus non tamen Deus. ( The Body of Mary was. truly holy, but not a God.) As 
much to the Purpoſe as — Tityre tu patula— for what if Epiphanius ſay, ſhe is not God, 
and therefore not to be adored, does it therefore follow that the Collyridians believed ſhe 
was a God? He that knows Logick or Senſe, cannot but know, that he that will confute 
an Adverſary's Concluſion, muſt chuſe ſuch Principles to do it, to which his Adverſary 
conſents, and out of that which he grants, prove that which he denies; or if his firſt 
Propoſitions be not agreed to by his Adverſary, he muſt na them in the End by ſuch 
as are agreed to; or elſe he does nothing. And therefore ſeeing Epiphanius thinks it 
ſufficient for the convincing of the Colyridians, of the Unlawfulneſs of the Practice, to 
ſay, ſhe was not God; it is evident, that ſo far was he from imputing to them the Be- 
lief that ſhe was God, that he ſeems rather to take the contrary for a Principle agreed 
upon between them, which it was ſufficient to ſay, and ſuperfluous to prove. 'This An- 
{wer I thought good to make, while I conceived that here Epiphanius had denied the 
Perſon of the Virgin Mary to be God; but after upon better Conſideration I found 
that Petavius had abuſed me with adding to Epiphanius of his own -a fuit — and 
that Epiphanius ſays not here, non tamen Deus (ſhe was not God) of her Perſon, but of her 
Body; and as yet I do not underſtand that you impute to the Collyridians the Belief, that 
her Body was God, Wa: 

The next Place — Mulierem eam appellavit, &c. — ſays no more but this; that 
our Saviour calls the Bleſſed Virgin, H/oman, that no Man might think her any Thing 
more than a Woman, as it were prophetically refuting the Schiſms and Hereſies which 
would be in the World]; leſt ſome out of exceſs of Admiration of her, might fall into 
the Dotage of this Hereſy. Thus far Epiphanius; but then the Queſtion will be, what 
was this Hereſy ? You ay the Belief that ſhe was God. I ſay, not that ſhe was God, 
but that they might lawtully offer to her. And as I deny not but it follows, ſþe is a 
Woman, therefore not a God; ſo I think you will grant it follows as juſtly, ſbe is Wo- 


man, therefore not to be adored with Offerings. And therefore ſeeing the Words lie indiffe- 


rently between us, and are not expreſsly and eſpecially here applied, for the Refutation 
of that Hereſy, which you pretend they were guilty of, I ſee no Reaſon why Epipha- 
nius might not as well intend them for that Purpoſe which I conceive, as for that which 
you conceive. | | 

The laſt Place alledged tells us, that ſhe was begotten and born as other Men and Nomen 
are. Which, if the Collridians had thought her God, eternal and abſolutely without Be- 
ginning, ſhould not have been barely ſaid but proved, as being in Effect the very Point 
in Queſtion; and therefore ſeeing Epiphanius contents himſelf with ſaying ſo without 
Proof, it is evident he never thought they would make difficulty to grant it, and conſe- 
quently, that they did not believe her to be God Eternal. 

But then again, if the Rule be good which Part of our Proofs depend upon, That 
whatever Epiphanius denies in this Diſcourſe, that the Collyridians held ( for upon that 
Ground from —— Non ut Deum hanc efficeret ; Q non tamen Deus, you conclude they be- 
lieved her God) If I ſay this Rule be good, then you ſhould be conſtant to it, and now 
that he ſays, — Non tamen aliter genita eſt præter hominum naturam, ( ſhe was not begotten 
in a different Way from other Men, you ſhould infer, that they believed not that ſhe was 
God, but that ſhe was otherwiſe born and begotten than the ordinary Sort of Men. 
And ſo whereas he ſays before — Non tamen corpus de celo tulit — ( her Body was not 
from Heaven ) you ſhould infer, that they believed her Body came from Heaven. And 
again from thoſe — Santtum erat Marie corpus non tamen Deus—— you ſhould collect 
that they thought not only her Perſon, but her Body to be God; or if theſe be wild and 
weak Deductions, then you muft acknowledge that I have done yours ſome Favour in 
vouchſafing them a parcicular Anſwer. 

5. Demand. Whether in the Church of Rome, it be not an approved and perpetually 
practiſed Worſhip of the Bleſſed Virgin, that Incenſe (which was never anciently of- 
fered unto any, either by Jews or Gentiles, but to the true, or to a ſuppoſed true God ) 
and Tapers and divers other Oblations, ſhould be offered to her Honour? 

Auſw. A Practice of the Church of Rome, and approved too by thoſe that practiſe it, 
belongs not to her, except it be a Practice of the Church and approved by her. What 
her Practice is abroad I know not ; here at Home I ſee no ſuch Practice ; nor do I know 
any Approbation of it, in any of her publick Declarations : But this I know, that there 
is nothing in it unlawful or favouring of the Collyridian Superſtition, to offer Wax 'Tapers 
or. any other "Thing to the Memory of the Blefled Virgin or any other canonized Saint, 
either as Means to procure their Interceſſion, by theſe outward Signs of the Honour and 
Devotion which they bear to them (as of Old we find by S. Auſtin “ they did uſe to 


—_— 


—— 


> Ad aquas Tibilotanas. Epiſcopo offerente Projecto, reliquias martyris glorioſiſſimi Stephani, ad ejus memo- 
riam veniebat magnæ multitudinis concurſus & occurſus; Ibi cæca mulier, ut ad epiſcopum portantem pignora 
Sacra duceretur, or2vit: Flores quos ferebat dedit; recepit, oculis admovet, protinus vidit. Auguſt. de Civit- 
Dei, I, 22 c. 8. abſcedens aliquid de Altari (S. Stephani) florum quod occurrit, tulit, Idem. Ibid. &c. 


G g EY | _ adorn 


' 
' 
| 


PR ——— mY 


—ũ —-—— ͤ— — 


| 24 A CONFERENCE concerning the 


| adorn their Tombs with Flowers) or as Monuments of their Thankfulnefs for ſ 7 
ome 


Benefits received by their Interceſſion, as Theoderet ® tell 5 
. Hands, ſome of Silver (hung up in the Chapels of the Saints) vs had by Ears and N 
ed as Oblations by thoſe that had recovered Health in thoſe Member ens 2 5 
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6. Demand. Whether, according to the Doctrine of the Roman Church, this may not 
be done lawfully by Women and Children, and Men that are not Prieſts ? 

Anſw. Fhey may offer any Thing by way of Gifts and Preſents, by the Doctrine of the 
Roman Church; but it is contrary to the Ram Doctrine, for any other than Prieſts, to 
offer any Thing by way of Sacrifice, as the Collyridians did. | 

Reply. Ariſtotle ſays moſt truly, that true Definitions (he means I think of the Terms 
of the Concluſion to be demonſtrated ) are the beſt Principles of Science; and therefore 
want of them, muſt needs be a Cauſe of Errour and Confuſion in any Diſcourſe. Let me 
therefore here requeſt you to ſet down what is a Sacrifice, and how diſtinguiſhed from 
an Oblation by way of Gift or Preſent, and you will quickly ſee, that if the Collyridians 
offering a Cake to the Bleſſed Virgin were indeed a Sacrifice; your offering a Taper to 
her, muſt likewiſe be ſo. For a Sacrifice is nothing elſe (for ought I k] ) but the 
Oblation of any Creature by way of Conſumption, to the Honour of that, whatſoever it 
is, to which it is offered. For f you include in the Definition, that this Offering mull 
be intended to the higheſt Lord of all: So is, as you pretend, your offering of Tapers 
to the Bleſſed Virgin, intended to God finally, though not immediately. If you ſhy ic 
muſt be directed immediately to him; and is, not only #o /awſul Sacrifice, but ſimply #9 
Sacrifice unleſs it be ſo: I ſay you may as well require to the Efſence of a Sacrifice, that 
it be offered by a Prieſt, and from thence concluue, becauſe the Culhridiaus were, you 
ſay, no Prieſts, their Offering was no Sacrifice, For the Object of the Action js as ex- 
crinſecal to the Eſſence of it; as the Efficient ; and therefore if the Defe& of 2 ue and 
legitimate Offerer, cannot hinder but that an Offering may be a true Sacrifice, neither 
will the want of a due and lawful Object be any Hindrance, but ftill it may be fo. 
Secondly, I ſay, this is to confound the Eflence of Things, wich the lawful Uſe of 
them; in effect as if you ſhould ſay, that a Knife, if miſimployed, were a Knife no 
longer. Thirdly, it 1s to make it not unlawful, to offer Incenſe ( which yet you ſeem 
ſomewhat ſcrupulous of) or Burnt-ofterings to the Virgin Mary, or the Saints, or even 
to living Men, provided you know and believe and profeſs them to be Men and not 
Gods. For this once ſuppoſed, theſe Offerings will be no longer Sacrifices, and to 
offer to Creatures Offerings that are not Sacrifices, you ſay, by the Doctrine of the 
Roman Church is lawful : It is laſtly, to deny (which is moſt ridiculous) that the Pa- 
gans did indeed Sacrifice to any of their inferiour Gods. 

7. Demand. If it be ſaid, that this Worſhip which they give to the Bleſſed Virgin is 
not that of Latria, but that of Dulia or Hyperdulia, for that they do not eſteem her 
God; or if it be ſaid, that their Worſhip to her is not finally terminated neither, but 
given her for her Relation to Chriſt : I demand, whether, as it is in St. Paul's Judge- 
ment, a great Crime for him that knows God, not to worſhip him as God, fo it be not 
as great a Crime, for him that knows her not to be God, yet to worſhip her ( as if ſhe 
were God) with the Worſhip which is proper, and hath been always appropriated to 
God alone, ſuch is the H/rſhip of Oblations ? 

Anſw. The Worſhip of Oblations, as Worſhip is taken largely for Honour, and Oblatious 
for a Gift or Preſent, was never appropriate to God alone; take H/orſhip and Oblations in 
any higher Senſe, and fo it is not allowed in the Church of Rome. | 

Reply. The Oblation of Things by way of Conſumption, is the Worſhip I ſpoke of; 
this is a higher Matter, than that of Gifts and Preſents, and this is allowed in the Church 
of Rome, to be employed on, and directed unto, (though not terminated in) the Vir- 
gin Mary and other Saints. os 

8. Demand. Whether any Thing can be ſaid for the juſtifying. the Docirine and Pra- 
ctice of the Roman Church in this Matter, which might not alſo have been as juſtly 
pretended, for the Juſtification of the Collyridians in their Opinion and Practice; ſeeing 
it was never imputed to them, that they accounted the Bleſſed Virgin God, or that 
they believed in more Gods than one. And ſeeing their chuſing her out, rather than 
any other Woman or any other Creature, for the Object of their Devotion, ſhews plain- 
ly, that they gave it her for her Relation to Chriſt ? | 

Anſw. The Colhridians could not ſay this, as appears by what has been ſaid before: As 
it is a moſt ſhameleſs Slander upon God's Church, and ſuch as (without Repentance ) 
will lie heavy upon his Soul that uttered it, that the Colhridians, might as juſtly and 
truly have ſaid all this for themſelves as Papiſts for themſelves. | 

Reply. To this I reply four Things. 1. That to my laſt and moſt convincing Reaſon, 
you have anſwered ( as much as you could I believe, but yet you have anſwered ) no- 
thing ; and I am well content you ſhould do ſo; for where nothing is to be had, the 
King himſelf muſt loſe his Right. 2. That if Thad thought or ſpoke better of the Cu- 
ly-idians than they deſerved, yet I cannot ſee how this had been to ſlander the Church of 
Rome, 3. That I did not poſitively affirm, that the Collyridians might do ſo, but deſired 
only it might be enquired into and examined, whether, for the Reafons alledged, they 
might not do ſo. 4. And laſtly, upon a thorough Examination of the Matter, I do now 
affirm, what before I did not, that the Collyridians for ought appears to the contrary, 
might juſtly and truly have ſaid for the Juſtification of their Practice, as much, nay the 
very ſame Things that the Papiſts do for theirs, For they might have ſaid, we are 0 
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ſtians and believe the Scripture, and believe there is but one God. We offer not to th. 
Bleſſed Virgin, as believing ſhe is God, but the Mother of God; our Worſhip of I 
is not abſolute but relative, not terminated in her, but given to her for her*Son's fake: 
And if our Practice may be allowed, we are content to call our Oblation not a Sacyi.. 
fice, but a Preſent ; neither is there any Reaſon, why it ſhould be called a Sacrifice 
more than the offering and burning a Taper to the Honour of the ſame Virgin. All 
this the Collyridians might have ſaid for themſelves ; and therefore 1 believe, you will 
have more Cauſe to repent you for daubing over Impiety with untempered Mortar, than 
I thall have for flandering the Roman Church with a Matter of Truth. 

9. Demand. Whether therefore, one of the two muſt not of neceſſity follow; that 
either the ancient Church erred in condemning the Opinion and Practice of the Colly. 
ridians as heretical, or elſe that the Church of Rome errs, in approving the ſame Opi- 
nion, and the ſame Practice in Effect, which in them was condemned. That is, whether 
the Church of Rome muſt not be heretical with the Culhridians, or elſe the Collyridians 
Catholicks with the Church of Rome? | 

Aiſw., It appears by the former Anſwers, that neither did the Ancient Church err 
in condemning the Opinion and Practice of the Collyridians, as heretical, nor doth the 
Church of Rome approve the ſame Opinion or the ſame Practice. 

Reply. The Subſtance of the former Anſwers is but this. That the Papiſts offer to the 
Virgin Mary and other Saints, Wax Tapers by way of Gift or Preſent, not of Sacrifice; 
and to her not as to a God, but as the Mother of God; but that the Colh;idians offer- 
ed to her by way of Sacrifice, as to a Sovereign Power and Deity. Jo this I have re- 
plied and proved, that it no way appears, that the Col!yridians did believe the Biefled 
Virgin to be a Sovereign Power and Deity, or that ſhe was not ſubordinate ro God. 
Then, that their Offering might be called a Gift, as well as the Papiſts, and the Papiſts a 
Sacrifice as well as theirs ; both of them being a Conſumption of a Creature in Honour of 
the Bleſſed Virgin, and neither of them more than ſo ; and therefore either the Coilyridi- 
aus muſt ſtand with the Church of Rome, or the Church of Rome fall with the Collyridians, 
It had been perhaps ſufficient for me, thus to have vindicated my Aſſertion from con- 
trary Objections, without taking on my ſelf the Burden of proving a Negative; yet to 
free from all Doubt the Conformity of the Roman Church with the Colhridians in this 
Point, I think it will be neceſſary to ſhew, and that by many very probable Arguments, 
that Fpiphanins did not impute to them the pretended Hereſy of believing the Virgin 
Mary Ged ; for then that other Evaſion, that their Oblation is a Sacrifice, and the Pa- 
piſts is not; together with this Pretence, will of it ſelf fall to the Ground. 

Now an Opinion may be imputed to a Man two Ways ; either becauſe he holds 
and maintains it expreſsly, and formally, and in Terms; or becauſe it may by a rational 
Deduction be collected from ſome other Opinion which he does hold: In this latter 
Senſe, I deny not but Epiphanius might impute this Opinion we ſpeak of to the Chi- 
ridians, as a Conſequence upon their Practice, which Practice they efteemed lawful. But 
that they held it and owned it formally and in Terms; this I ſay Epiphanius does not 
impute to them, which I think for theſe Seven Reaſons. | 

My firſt Reaſon is, becauſe he could not juſtly do ſo, and therefore without evident 
Proof we may not fay he did ſo; for this were to be uncharitable to him, in making 
him uncharitable to others. Now I ſay he could not juſtly charge them with this Opi- 
nion, becauſe he was not informed of any ſuch Opinion that they held, but only of 
their Practice, and this Practice was no ſufficient Proof that they held this Opinion. 
That his Information reached no farther than their Practice, appears out of his own 
Words. I have heard (ſaith he Hereſ. 78.) another Thing with great Aſtoniſhment, that 
ſome being madly affected to the Bleſſed Virgin, endeavour to bring her in, in God s Place, being 
mad and beſides themſelves : For they report that certain Women in Arabia have deviſed this 
Vanity, to have Meetings, and «fer a Cake to the Bleſſed Virgin. The ſame Practice he 
ſets down, Haref. 79. But that he was informed of any ſuch Opinion that they held, 
lie has not a Word or Syllable to any ſuch Purpoſe; and yet if he had been informed of 
any, here had been the Place to ſer it down; which certainly, writing his Book rather 
of heretical Opirions than Practices, he would not have omitted to do, if there had 
been occaſion ; his Silence therefore is a ſufficient Argument, that he was not informed 
of any ſuch Opinion that they held. 

Now that their Practice was no Aſſurance that they held this Opinion, it is manifeſt ; 
becauſe they might ground it not upon this Opinion that ſhe was Ged, but upon another 
as falſe, though not altogether fo impious, That the Worſhip of Oblations was not proper t0 
Ged alone. And therefore, though Epiphanius might think, or fear that poſlibly they 
might ground their Practice upon that other impious Opinion, and therefore out of 2- 
bundant Caution confute that alſo, as he doth obliquely and in a Word, and once only 
in all his long Diſcourſe, by telling them that our Saviour called her J/oman ; yet he had 
no Ground from their Practice to aſſure himſelf, that certainly they did hold fo. Nay 
ſuſtice and Reaſon and Charity would, that he ſhould incline himſelf to believe, that 
they grounded their Practice upon that other Opinion, which had leſs Impiety im it, 
that is, that this Worſhip of Oblations, was not proper to God, but communicable to 
Creatures high in his Favour, | Nv 
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My ſecond is, Becauſe, if Epiphanius had known, that theſe Coljridians held the Blei- 
{ed Virgin to be a Supreme Power and Deity; this being a far greater Matter than 
offering a Cake to her, ſhould in all probability rather have given them their Denomi- 
nation; at leaſt when he ſets down what their Hereſy was, he would have made this 
part of it, that they did believe ſo: But to the contrary, in his Anacephalæoſis, p. 139. 
he thus deſcribes them. They that offer to the Name of the Bleſſed Virgin Cakes, who are 
called Collyridians. And again, p. 105. They that offer to the Bleſſed Virgin Cakes who are 
called Collyridians : So to the 79th Hereſy he gives this Title, Againſt the Coll yridians 
who offer to Mary: So Hare. 78, and 79, he ſets down what he heard of them; but 
no where that they held this Opinion of her: I conclude therefore, that he never con- 
ceived this Opinion to be a Part of their Hereſy, and they were no further chargeable 
with it, than as a probable Conſequent upon their Practice. | 

My third is, Becauſe had the Collyridians held her God, they would have worſhipped 
her >" 5 way Year long, and not only once a Year at a ſolemn Time, as Epiphanius ſays 
they did. 

My fourth is, Becauſe if Epiphanius had known that they held her God, he would 
queſtionleſs have urged them with thoſe Attributes that are given to God in Seripture, as 
Eternity, Immortality, Impaſſibility, Omnipotence, &c. And ſhewed them, that if 
they believed the Scripture, they could not think of her any of thoſe Things? If they 
did not, they had no Reaſon to think of her any Thing more than of an ordinary Woman. 

My fifth is, Becauſe had their Opinion been, that the Bleſſed Virgin was God; a 
great Part of Epiphanius's Diſcourſe were plainly ridiculous ; both where he ſays only 
without Proof, She was not a God but a mortal Creature, which to them that held the 
contrary ſhould not have been ſaid, but proved: But eſpecially where he ſpeaks to this 
Purpoſe ( as he does very frequently ) that the Honour of Oblations was not to be 
given to Angels or Men, much leſs ro Women, but only to God; for what had that 
been to the Collyridians, if they thought her (as is pretended ) a Sovereign Power and 
Deity ? To what Purpoſe was it for Epiphanius to ask, Quis Propheta ? What Prophet ever 
permitted that a Man, much leſs a Woman ſhould be adored, though he be yet alive? Nor John, 
nor Tecla, nor any other Saint. For neither ſhall the old Superſtition have Dominion over us, 


that, leaving the living God, we ſhould adore his Creatures. To what End I ſay was all this, 


if they thought her not a Saint nor Creature, but God himſelf, and the Lord of all? 
How did this Argument touch them? Ne angelos quidem——He ſuffers not the very Angels 
to be adored, how much leſs the Daughter of Anna? If they thought her not the Daughter 
of Anna, but God Eternal; In vain had it been to ſay to them Vot to a Woman, no nor 
to a Man, but to God alone is this Myſtery ( of Oblation) due. So that the Angels them- 


ſelves are not fit Subjects for ſuch an Honour. Or again, Let the Creature be turned to 


the Creator : Let Shame at length compel you to worſhip God alone : Or laſtly, that ſo often 
repeated—Let Mary be honoured, but the Lord only adored, For they might have anſwered 
all this in a Word, ſaying, all this Diſcourſe fits beſides the Cuſhion, and concerns us 
and our Offerings nothing at all: For we believe the Bleſſed Virgin, to whom we offer, 
neither Man, nor Woman, nor Angel, nor Creature, but a Deity. 

A Sixth Reaſon let it be this, If Epiphanius did indeed ſay of the Collyridians, as is 
pretended, that they held the Virgin Mary God, and ſo difference their Practice from 
the Papiſts : Then the Author of this Anſwer and Petavius in his Tranſlation, needed 
not to have dictated to him what he ſhould ſay, nor make him ſay ſo whether he will or 
no: But it is evident they do fo, as of the Author of this Anſwer Ihave already ſhewn; 
and for Petavius his Part, I will fo preſent it to your View, that if you will not ſhut 
your Eyes, you ſhall not chuſe bur ſee it. 

Firſt then, Hæreſ. 78. prope finem, he ( Petavius ) ſets in his Margent, quidam Deum 
Mariam eſſe crediderunt ; and to countenance this with a loquuntur of his own putting in, 
makes them ſpeak of her like Mad-men, i. e. they ſaid ſhe was God, whereas in Epipha- 
rins's Greek they ſay juſt nothing. | 

Secondly, to faſten the pretended Opinion on them, he tranſlates xevogarmua Novum 
dogma; preſuming it ſeems * would eaſily be miſtaken for «a:y0owrnua, and there- 
fore means nothing by it, but a Vanity or Folly. | 

Thirdly, he tranſlates 7#792y9s Hud; and fo makes it look backward to that pretended 
Novum dogma of the Collyridiaus ; whereas it ſignifies there [ Aud] and looks forward to 
their Practice. 

Fourthly, With the help of a Colon, he ſtops the Senſe at Commentas fuiſſe, whereas in 
Epiphanius there is but a Comma, and the Senſe goes on without Suſpenſion. | 

Fifthly, with an adeo ut, he brings in their Action, as an Effect of their former Opinion, 
whereas Epiphanius lays nothing to their Charge but their Action only: So that whereas 


Epiphanius s Words truly tranſlated run thus: Another Thing 1 have recerved with great aſto- 


niſhment, that others being mad concerning the Bleſſed Virgin, have and do go about to bring her in, 

in the Place of God; being mad, I ſay, and beſide themſelves ; for they report that certain Women 

in Arabia have brought this Vanity of offering a Cake to her Name. Petavius makes them 

thus Not without Admiration we have heard another Thing, that ſome in theſe Things that con- 

cern the moſt holy Virgin, have proceeded to that degree of Madneſs, that they would obtrude her upon 
H h 
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us for a God, and ſpeak of her as Mau- men; for they report that certain Women in Arabia „as. 
invented that new Opinion; ſo that tothe Virgin's Name and Honour, they offer by way of $4. 
crifice a Cake o Wreath of Bread. ; 

Again in the ſame Haref. izeryer 414 yuramoarv, he tranſlates advantagiouſly----pe; n- 
lieres ſacriffcia facere. Whereas ise⁰,w is more general than ſacrificia facere, and ſigniſies 

faeris operari, or ſacros ritus peragere. 

Again, in the ſame Place, whereas Epiphanius ſays ſimply and abſolutely —Ler 10 
Man offer to her Name, he makes it, Let no Man offer Sacrifice to her Name; as if you might 
lau fully offer any Thing, provided you do not call it a Sacrifice. 

So again Hæreſ. 79. beſides his putting cunningly — ipſa fuit — which before we 
took Notice of; he makes no Scruple to put in Dogma and Sacrificium, whereſoever it ma 
be for his Purpoſe. Epiphamus's Title to this Hereſy is, Againſt the Collyridians, «c/o 
offer to Mary Petavius puts in — Sacrifice, / 

Again in the ſame Page, before D. he puts in his own io dogmate, and whereas Epi- 
phanius ſays — in all this, he makes it, in all this Opinion. | 

Pag. 1061. 78 9nauriis Wawa; he tranſlates, this Momaniſh Opinion, whereas nv 
though perhaps it may ſignify a Thought, or Act of Thinking, yet I believe it never ſig- 
hiſies an Opinion which we hold. 

Ibid. at B. 70479 --- this -- he renders this Opinion. | 

Pag. 1064, at C. Nor that we ſhould offer to her Name, ſimply and abſolutely ; he makes 
it, Nor that ve ſhould offer Sacrifice to her Name, So many Times is he fain to corrupt, 
and tranſlate him partially, left in condemning the Collyridians, he might ſeem to have 
involved the Practice of the Roman Church in the ſame Condemnation. 

My Seventh and laſt Reaſon is this. Had Epiphanius known that the Collyridians held 
the Virgin Mary to be a Sovereign Power and Deity, then he could not have doubted, 
whether this their Offering was to her, or to God for her; whereof yet he ſeems doubt- 
ful and not fully reſolved, as his own Words intimate, Hæreſ. 79. ad fin. Quam multa, 
&c. How many Things may be objected againſt this Hereſy ? for idle Women either worſhipping 
the Bleſſed Virgin, offer unto her a Cake, or elſe they take upon them to offer for her this foreſaid 
ridiculous Oblation. Now both are fooliſh and from the Devil. 

"Theſe Arguments I ſuppoſe do abundantly demonſtrate to any Man not veiled with 
Prejudice, that Epiphanius imputed not to the Colhridians the Hereſy of believing the 
Virgin Mary, God ; and if they did not think her God, there is then no Reaſon imagi- 
nable why their Oblat.on of a Cake, ſhould not be thought a Preſent, as well as the Pa- 
pifts offering a Taper; cr that the Papiſts offering u Taper, ſhould not be thought a Sacri- 
fice, as well as their ofiering a Cake; and ſeeing this was the Difference pretended be- 
tween them, this being vaniſhed there remains none at all; fo that my firſt Concluſion 
ſtands yet firm; that either the Ancient Church erred in condemning the Collyridians, or 
the Preſent errs m approving and practiſing the ſame Worſhip. 


An SDYERTISEMENT. 


The Reader when he meets with the Phraſe Catholick Doctrine, in the two following Diſcourſes, muſt re- 
member, that it does not ſignify Articles of Faith determined in any General Councils, which might be looked 
upon as the Faith 'of the whole Church; but the currmt and common Opinion of the Age, which obtain'd in it 
without any known Oppoſition and Contradiction. Neither need this be wonder'd at, ſince they are about Mat- 
ters far remov'd from the Common Faith of Chriſtians, and having no neceſſary Influence upon good Life and 
Manners, whatſoever Neceſſity, by Miſtake of ſome Scriptures, might be put upon them. 


IV. Ai 


Kat 


$4 2 


any Man ſay that the Receiving of the Euchariſt, is neceſſary for little Children, before they come 
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IV. An Argument dratun from the Admitti ne Infants to the Euchariſt, as 
without which they could not be ſaved, agat uſt the Church's Infallibility. 


— 


HE Condition, without the Performance whereof no Man can be adwitted 
to the Communion, of the Church. of Rowe, is this; that he believe firmly 


Te and: without doubting, whatſoever the Church requires him to believe: 
More diſtinctly and particularly thus: 
E He muſt believe all that to be divine Revelation which that Church 
| teaches to be ſuch; as the Doctrinè of the Trinity; the hypoſtatical-Uni- 
on of two Natures. in the Perſon, of Chriſt ; The Proceſſion of the Holy Ghoſt from 
the Father and the Son; the Doctrine of Tranſubſtantiation and ſuch like. 

Whatſoever that Church. teaches to be neceflary, he muſt believe to be neceſſary, As 
Baptiſm for Infants; Faith in Chriſt, for thoſe that are capable of Faith; Penance for 
thoſe that have committed mortal Sin after Baptiſm, ©. 

Whatſoever that Church declares expedient and profitable, he. muſt believe to be ex- 
pedient and proßtable; as Monaſtical Life: Prayer to Saints: Prayer for the Dead; 
Going on Pilgrimages: The Uſe of Pardons :. Veneration of holy Images and Reliques: 
Latin Service. where the People underſtand it not : Communicating the Laity in one 
Kind, and ſuch like. | 

Whatſoever that Church holdeth lawful, he muſt believe lawful; as to marry; to 
make Diſtinction of Meats, as if fome were clean and others unclean; to fly in Time 


of Perſecution; for them that ſerve at the Altar, to. live by the Altar; to teſtify a 


Truth by Oath, when a lawful Magiſtrate ſhall require it; to poſſeſs Riches, Cc. 
Now it is impoſſible that any Man ſhould certainly believe any Thing; unleſs either it 
be evident of it ſelf, or he have ſome certain Reaſon, (at leaſt ſome ſuppoſed certain 
Reaſon ) and infallible Ground for his Belief. Now the Doctrines which the Church 
of Rome teacheth, it is evident and undeniable that they are not evident of themſelves, 
neither evidently true nor evidently oredible. He therefore that will beligve them, muſt 


of neceſſity have ſome certain and infallible Ground whereon to build his Belief of them. 


There is ne other Ground for a Man's Belief of them, eſpecially in many Points, but 
only an Aſſurance of the Infallibility of the Church of Rome. No Man can be aſſured 
that that Church is infallible and cannot eic, whereof he may be aflured that ſhe bat. r- 
red, unleſs ſhe had ſome new Promiſe of Divine Aſſiſtance, which might for the Future 
ſecure her {rom Danger of erring ; but the Church of Rome pre. ends to none ſuch. 

Nothing is more certain, than that that Church hath erred, which hath beheved and 
taught irreconcileable Contradictions, one whereof muſt of Neceſſity be an Errour. 

'That the Receiving the Sacrament of the Euchariſt is neceflary for Infants, and that 
the Receiving thereof is not neceſlary for them: That it is the Will of God, that the 
Church ſhould adminiſter the Sacrament to them; and that it is not the Will of God 
that the Church ſhould do ſo; are manifeft and irreconcilable Contradictions : Suppo- 
ſing only, (that which is moſt evident) that the Euchariſt: is the ſame Thing, of the 
{ame Vertue and Efficacy now, as it was in the Primitive Chvrch : Thar Infants are 
the ſame Things they were, have as much Need, are capable of as much Benefit by 
the Euchariſt, naw as then; as ſubje& to irreverent Carriages, then as now. And 
laſtly, that the preſent Church is as much bound to provide for the Spiritual good of In- 
fants, as the ancient Church was: I ſay, theſe Things ſuppoſed, tae Propoſitions before 
{er down are plain and irreconcileable Contradictions; whereof the preſent Reman Church 
doth hold the Negative, and the Ancient Church of Rome did hold the Affirmative ; and 
therefore it is evident, that either the preſent Church doth err, in holding ſomething not 


neceſſary, which is ſo, or that the ancient Church did err, in holding ſomething neceſ- 


ſary, which was not fo. 

For the Negative Propoſition, viz. That the Euchariſt is not yy for Infants ; that 
it is the Doctrine of the preſent Church of Kome, it is moſt maniteſt. 1. From the 
Diſuſe, and Abolition, and Prohibition of the contrary ancient Practice. For if the 
Church did conceive it neceſſary for them, either ſimply for their Salvation, or elſe for 
their Increaſe or Confirmation in Grace, and Advancement to an higher Degree of Glory 
( unleſs ſhe could ſupply ſome other Way their Damage in this Thing, which evidently 
ſhe cannot ) what an uncharitable Sacrilege is it, to debar and defraud them of the ne- 
ceſſary Means of their ſo great ſpiritual Benefit? eſpecially ſeeing the Adminiſtration of 
it might be ſo ordered, that irreverent Caſualties might eaſily be prevented; which yet 


- ſhould they fall out againſt the Church's and Paſtor's Intention, certainly could not of- 


fend God, and in Reaſon ſhould nat offend Man. Or if the Church do believe, that 
upon ſuch a vain Fear of Irreverence ( which we ſee moved not the ancient Church at all) 
ſhe may lawſully forbid ſuch a general, perpetual and neceſſary Charity, certainly 
herein ſhe commits a far greater Errour than the former. Secondly, from the Council 
of Trent's Anathema, denounced on all that hold the contrary, in theſe Words. # 
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to wag of Diſcretion, let him be Anathema. Council, Trid. Seſſ. 2 1. de communions parvu- 
lorum, Can. 4. | | 
Now for the Affirmative Part of the Contradiction, to make it eviden 

the Doctrine of the Ancient Church? I will prove it, Firſt, from the * nad be 
of the Ancient Church for ſeveral Ages. Secondly, by the direct and ormal Teſtimo- 
nies of the Fathers of thoſe Times. Thirdly, by the Conſeſſion of the moſt learned 
Antiquaries of the Roman Church. My firſt Argument 1 form thus: If to communicate 
Infants was the general Practice of the Ancient Church for many Ages, then certain! 
the Church then believed, that the Euchariſt was neceſſary for them, and very abdilabl. 
for their Spiritual Benefit : Bur it is certain, that the Communicating of Infants was the 
general Practice of the Church for many Ages: Therefore the Church of thoſe Times 
thought it neceſſary for them. To deny the Conſequence of the Propoſition is to charge 
the Church with extreme Folly, wilful Superſtition and erpetual Profanation of the 
Bleſſed Sacrament. As for the Aſſumption, it is fully — by Clemens Rom. Conſtit, 
I” l. 3. c. 20. Dionyfius Areopagita de Eccleſ. Hierar, cap. ult. S. Cyprian and a Council 
of African Biſhops with him, Ep. 59. ad Fidum; and in his Treatiſe de Lapſ p. 137, 
Edit. Pamel. Paulinus Biſhop of Nola in Italy, An. 3 53. in Ep. 12. ad Senem ; out of Ordo 
Romanus, cited by Alcuinus S. Bede's Scholar and Maſter to Charlemain, in his Book 4: 
divinis officiis cap. de Sab. Sancto Paſc. Gennadius Maſſilienſis de Eccleſ. dogmatibus c. 5 2. Con- 
cil. Toletanum 2 Can. 11. It continued in the Weſtern Church unto the Days of Lewis the 


| Debonnaire, witneſs Cardinal Perron des Paſſages de St. Auſtin. p. 100. Some Footſteps of 


it remained there in the Time of Hugo de S. Victore, as you may ſee lib. 1. de Sacram, & 
Cerem. cap. 20. It was the Practice of the Church of the Armenians in Waldenfis his 
Time, as he relates out of Guido the Carmelite, Tom. 2. de Sacr. c. 91. de erroribus Armeno- 
yum. It is ftill in Force in the Church of the Abyſines, witneſs Franc. Alvarez, Hiſt. 
Fthiop. c. 22. © Thomas a Jeſu de procuranda ſalute omnium gentium, It has continued 
without any Interruption in the Greek Church, unto this preſent Ape, as may be evi- 
dently gathered out of Hranus in c. vi. John. Arcudius I, I. c. 14. & | z. c. 40. de con- 
cord. Eccleſ. Orient. & Occident. in Sacram. adminiſtratione ; Card. Perron des paſſages de S. 
Auſtin p. 100. where he alſo aſſures us of the Primitive Church in general, that ſhe gave 
Infants the Euchariſt as ſoon as they were baptized; and that the Cuſtom of giving this 
Sacrament to little Infants, the Church then obſerved ; and before p. 21. That in thoſe 
Ages it was always given to Infants together with Baptiſm, The ſame is likewiſe ac- 
knowledged by Contzen in John vi. Verſe 54. and by Thomas a Jeſu de procuranda ſalute 
omnium gentium. So that this Matter of the Practice af the Ancient Church is ſuffici- 
ently cleared. Seeing therefore the Ancient Church did uſe this Cuſtom, and could have 
no other Ground for it, but their Belief that this Sacrament was neceſſary for Infants, 
It follows neceſlarily, that the Church then did believe it neceſſary. 

But Deductions, though never ſo evident, are ſuperfluous and may be ſet aſide, where 


there is ſuch Abundance of direct and formal authentical Teſtimonies ; whereof ſome 


ſpeak in Thefi, of the Neceſſity of the Euchariſt for all Men, others in potheſi, of the 
Neceſſity of it for Infants. | 

My Second Argument, from the Teſtimonies of the Fathers of thoſe Times, I form 
thus: That Doctrine in the Affirmative whereof the moſt eminent Fathers of the an- 
cient Church agree, and which none of their Contemporaries have oppoſed or condemn- 
ed, ought to be taken for the Catholick Doctrine of the Church of thoſe Times. 

But the moſt eminent Fathers of the Ancient Church agree in the Affirmation of this 
Doctrine, that the Euchariſt is neceſſary for Infants; and none of their Contemporaries 
have oppoſed or condemned it. Ergo, it ought to be taken for the Catholick Doctrine 
of the Church of their Times. "The Major of this Syllogiſm is delivered and fully 
proved by Cardinal Perron, in his Letter to Caſaubon 5. obſ. and is indeed ſo reaſonable a 
Poſtulate, that none but a contentious Spirit can reject it. 


For Confirmation of the Minor, I will alledge, firſt, their Sentences, which in The 


affirm the Euchariſt to be generally neceſſary for all, and therefore for Infants; and then 
their Suffrages, who in Wypotheſi avouch the Neceſſity of it for Infants. ; 
The moſt pregnant Teſtimonies of the firſt Rank are theſe : Of Venæus lib. 4. cont. 


Hareſ. c. 34. where he makes our Union to Chriſt by the Euchariſt, the Foundation of 
the Hope of our Reſurrection, in theſe Words, As the Bread of Earth, after the Invocation - 


of God, is now not common Bread, but the Euchariſt conſiſting of two Things, an earthly and an 
heavenly ; fo our Bodies receiving the Euchariſt, are not now corruptible ( for ever ) but have Hope 
of Reſurrection. The like he hath, 5b. 5.c. 2. And hence in probability it is, that the 
Nicene Council ſtiled this Sacrament, Symbolum reſurrectionis, the Pledge of our Reſurre- 
&ion. And 1ynatius Ep. ad Eph. Pharmacum Immortalitatis, the Medicine of Immortality. 
Cyril. Alex. lib. 4. in Joan. They ſhall never partake, nor ſo much as taſte, the Life of Holi- 
neſs and Happineſs, which receive not the Son in the myſtical Benediftion, Cyril. lib. 10. in Joan. 
c. 13. & lib. 11. c. 27. This corruptible Nature of our Body, could not otherwiſe be brought to 
Life and Immortality, unleſs this Body of Natural Life were conjoined to it, The very ſame 
Things ſaith Gregory N5Yen. Orat. Catech. c. 37. And that they both ſpeak of our Con- 
junction with Chriſt by the Euchariſt, the Antecedents and Conſequents do fully mani- 
feſt, and it is a Thing confeſſed by learned Catholicks. Cypriar 
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againſt the Infallibility of the Roman Church. 81 


Oprian de cena Domini, and Tertullian de Reſur. carnis, ſpeak to the ſame Purpoſe: But 
I have not their Books by me, and therefore cannot fer down their Werds. S. Cl:y- 
ſoſtom, Hom. 47. in Joh. on theſe Words, niſi manducaveritis, has many pregnant and 
plain Speeches to our Purpoſe. As, the Words here ſpoken are very terrible: verily, faith 
he, if a Man eat not my Fleſh, and drink not my Blood, he hath no Life ia lim; for whereas they 
ſaid before, this could not be done, he ſhews it not only not impiſſible, but alſo very neceſſary. And 
a little after; he often iterates his Speech concerning the Holy Myſteries ſbewiing the Newuſſity of 
the Thing, and that by all means it muſt be done. And again, What means that <tich he ſays, 
my Fleſh is Meat indeed, and my Blood is Drink indeed; either that this is the true Meat tha: 
ſaves the Soul; or to confirm them in the Faith of what he had ſpoken, that they ſhould not think 
he ſpoke Enigmatically, or Parabolicaliy, but knew that by all means they muſt eat his Bedy, 

But moſt clear and unanſwerable is that Place ib, 3. de Sacerdotio, where he faith, IV 
a Man cannot enter into the Kingdom of Heaven, unleſs he be born again of Water and the Huy 
Spirit ; and if he which eats not the Fleſh of our Lord, and drinks not his Bleed, is caſt out of 
eternal Life : And all theſe Things cannct be done by any other, but only by thiſe holy Hundt, the 
Hands, I ſay, of the Prieſt, how then without their Help can any Man, either avoid the Fire of 
Hell, or obtain the Crowns laid up for us. | 

T heophyla&. in 6. Joan, When therefore we hear, that unleſs we eat the Fleſh of the Sen of 
Man, we cannot have Life, we muſt have Faith without doubting in the receiving of the Divine 
Myſteries, and never enquire how : For the natural Man, that is he which followeth Humane, 
that is, natural Reaſons, receives not the Things which are above Nature and Sfiritual ; as alſo 
he underſtands not the ſpiritual Meat of the Fleſh of our Lord, which they that rece:ve not, ot 
not be Partakers of eternal Life, as not receiving Jeſus, who is the true Life. S. Aiiſtia de pec. 
mor. & remiſ. c. 24. Very well do the puny Chriſtians call Baptiſm nothing elſe but Salvation ; 
and the Sacrament of Chriſt's Body nothing elſe but Life : from whence ſhould this be, but as I be- 
lieve from the Antient and Apoſtolical Tradition, by which this Doctrine is implanted into the 
Churches of Chriſt, that but by Baptiſm and the Participation of the Lord's Table, not any Mai 
can attain, neither to the Kingdom of God, nor to Salvation, nor to eter nal Life. | 

Now we are taught by the learned Cardinal, that when the Fathers ſpeak, not as Do- 
&ors, but as Witneſſes of the Cuſtoms of the Church of their Times; and do not ſay, I be- 
lieve this ſhould be ſo holden, or ſo underſtood, or ſo obſerved, but that the Church from one End 
of the Earth to the other believes it ſo, or obſerves it ſo ; then we no longer hold what they 
ſay, for a Thing ſaid by them, but as a Thing ſaid by the whole Church; and principally 
when it is in Points, whereof they could not be ignorant, either becauſe of the Condition 
of the Things, as in Matters of Fa&; or becauſe of the Sufficiency of the Perſons: 
and in this Caſe, we argue no more upon their Words probably, as we do when they 
ſpeak in the Quality of particular Doctors, but we argue thereupon demonſtratively. 

I ſabſume, But S. Auſtin, the ſufficienteſt Perſon which the Church of his Time had, 
ſpeaking of a Point wherein he could not be ignorant; ſays not that I believe the Eu- 
chariſt to be neceſſary to Salvation; but the Churches of Chriſt belkeve ſo, and have re- 
ceived this Doctrine from A poſtolical Tradition? Therefore I argue upon his Words 
not probably, but demonſtratively, that this was the Catholick Doctrine of the Church 
of his Time. And thus much for the Theis, That the Euchariſt was held generally neceſſary 
for all. Now for the Hypotheſis, That the Euchariſt was held neceſſary for Infants in particular, 
Witneſſes hereof are S. Cyprian, Pope Innocentius I. and Euſebius Emiſſenus, with S. Auſtin, 
together with the Author of the Book entituled Hypogneſtica, | 

Cyprian indeed does not in Terms affirm it, but we have a very clear Intimation of it 
in his Epiſtle to Fidus. For whereas he, and a Council of Bithops together with him, 
had ordered, that Infants might be baptized and ſacrificed, that is, communicated, before 
the eighth Day, though thar were the Day appointed for Circumciſion by the old Law : 
There he ſets down this as the Reaſon of their Decree, That the Mercy and Grace of Ged 
was to be denied to no Man. 

Pope Innocent the firſt, (in Ep. ad Epiſc. Conc. Milev. qua eſt inter Auguſt. 93.) concludes 
againſt the Pelagians, that Infants could not attain eternal Life without Baptiſm , be- 
cauſe without Baptiſm they were incapable of the Euchariſt, and without the Eucharift 
could not have eternal Life. His Words are, But that which your Fraternity affirms then 10 
preach, that Infants without the Grace of Baptiſm may have the Rewards of eternal Liſe, is cer- 
tainly moſt fooliſh ; for unleſs they eat the Fleſh of the Son of Man and drink his Blood, they ſhail 
have no Liſe in them. 5 | 

Now that this Senſe, which I have given his Words, is indeed the true Senſe of them, 
and that his Judgement upon the Point was as I have faid; it is acknowleged by Mallonase 
in Joan. vi. v. 54. by Binnius upon the Councils, Tom. 1. p. 624. by SezHefirs, Rept. G. c. 7. 
and it is affirmed by S. Auſtin, who was his Contemporary, held Correſpondence by Letters 
with him, and therefore in all Probability could not be ignorant of his Meaning. I tay 
he affirms it as a Matter out of Queſtion, Ep. 106. and conty. Julian. l. I. c. 4. where 
he tells us, that Pelagius in denying this, did diſpute contra fedis Apoſtolice Authoritatem, 
againſt the Authority of the See Apoſtolick: and after, But if they yield to the See Abo- 
ftolick, or rather to the Maſter himſelf and Lord of the Apoſtles, who ſays, that they Hall nt 
have Life in them, unleſs they eat the Fleſh of the = of Mau, and drink his Blocd, wiich e 
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may do but thoſe that are baptized ; then at length they will confeſs, that Infants not baptized 
cannot have Life. 65 
Now I ſuppoſe no Man will doubt, but the Belief of the apoſtolick See was then ( as 


St. Auſtin aſſures us, J. 1. cont. Jul. c. 4.) the Belief of the Church of Rome, taking it for 


a particular Church ; and then it will preſently follow, that either other Churches do 
not think themſelves bound to Conformity of Belief with the Roman Church, notwith- 
ſtanding Irenæus his neceſſe eſt ad hanc Ecclefiam, omnem convenire Eccleſam; or that this 
was then the Doctrine of the catholick Church. For Euſebius Emiſſenus, I cannot quote 
any particular Proof out of him ; but his Belief in this Point is acknowledged by Sanc- 
teſ. Repet. 6. c. 7. Likewiſe for St. Auſtin, the ſame Sancleſius, and Binnius and Maldmate 
either not mindful or not regardful of the Anathema of the Council of Trent, acknow- 
ledge (in the Places abovequoted) that he was alſo of the ſame Belief, and indeed he 
profeſſeth it ſo plainly and ſo frequently, that he muſt be a mere Stranger to him that 
knows it not, and very impudent that denies it. Euchariſtiam infantibus putat neceſſariam 
Auguſtinus, ſay alſo the Divines of Lovaine, in their Index to their Edition of St. Ann 
and they refer us in their Index only to Tem. 2. pag. 185. that is, to the 106th Epiſt, ( the 
Words whereof I have already quoted, to ſhew the Meaning of Innocentius) and to 
Tom. 7. pag. 282. that is, Lib. 1. de pec. mor. © remiſ. c. 20. where his Words are; Let 
then all Doubt be taken away : Let us hear our Lord, I ſay, ſaying not of the Sacrament of holy 
Baptiſm, but of the Sacrament of his Table, (to which none may lawfully come, but he which has 
been baptized ) unleſs you eat the Fleſh of the Son, and drink his Blood, you ſhall have no Lije in 
you : What ſeck we any farther ? What can be anſwered hereunto ? What, will any Man dare to 
ſay, that this appertains not to little Children, and that without the Participation of Ii, Body a 
Blood, they may have Life, &c. with much more to the fame Effect. Which Places are in- 
deed ſo plain and pregnant for that Purpoſe, that I believe they thought it needleſs to 
add more : otherwiſe, had they pleaſed, they might have furniſhed their Index with many 
more References to this Point; as de Pec. Mor. O Rem. |. 1. c. 24. where of Baptiſm and 
the Euchariſt he tells us, that Salus & vita aterna fine his fruſtra promittitur pardulis. The 
ſame he has Cont. 2. Epiſt. Pelag. ad Bonifacium, l. 1. c. 22. which yet by Gracian de Conſec, D. 
3. c. Nulli, and by T. Aquinas, p. 3.9. 3. art. 9. ad tertiam is ſtrangely corrupted, and made 
to ſay the contrary; and J. 4. c. 4. the ſame Cont. Julian. I. 1. c. 4. and J. 3. c. 11 C12. 
Cont. Pelag. & Celeſt. J. 2. c. 8. de Pradeſt. Sanctorum ad Proſp. & Hilar. J. 1. cap. 14. Nei- 
ther doth he retract or contradi& this Opinion any where, nor mitigate any one of his 
Sentences touching this Matter, in his Book of Retractations. Sanfefins indeed tells us, 
that he ſeems to have departed from his Opinion, in his Works againſt the Donatiſts. 
But I would he had ſhewed ſome probable Reaſon to make it ſeem fo to others; which 
ſeeing he does not, we have Reaſon to take Time to believe him. For as touching the 
Place mentioned by Beda in 1 ad Corinth. x. as taken out of a Sermon of St. Auſtin's ad 
infantes ad Altare, Beſides that it is very ſtrange St. Auſtin ſhould make a Sermon to In- 
fants, and that there is no ſuch Sermon extant in his Works, nor any Memory of any 
ſuch in Poſſidius St. Auſtin's Scholar's Catalogue of his Works, nor in his Book of Retrac- 
tarions; ſetting aſide all this, I ſay, Firſt, That it is no Way certain that he ſpeaks there 
of Infants, ſeeing in Propriety of Speech (as St. Auſtin himſelf teacheth us, Ep. xxiii.) 
Infants were not Fideles, of whom St. Auſtin in that ſuppoſed Sermon ſpeaks. Secondly, 
Admit he does ſpeak of Infants, where he aſſures us, that in Baptiſm every faithful 
Man is made Partaker of Chriſt's Body and Blood, and that he ſhall not be alienated 
from the Benefit of the Bread and Cup, although he depart this Life before he eat of that 
Bread and drink of that Cup. All this concludes no more, but that the actual Parti- 
cipation of the Euchariſt, is not a Means ſimply neceſſary to attain Salvation, fo that 
no Impoſſibility ſhall excuſe the failing of it; Whereas all that I aim at is but this, that 
in the Judgement of the antient Church, it was believed neceſſary, in Caſe of Poſſibility ; 
neceſſary, not in actu, but in voto Eccleſia ; not neceſſary to Salvation ſimply, but neceſſa- 
ry for the Increaſe of Grace and Glory: And therefore, laſtly, though not neceſſary by 
Neceſſity of Means, for Infants to receive it; yet neceſſary by Neceſſity of Precepts for the 
Church to give it. 

The laſt Witneſs I promiſed, was the Author of the Work againſt the Pelagians, called 
Hypognoſtica, who (1. 5. c.5.) asks the Pelagians, Seeing he himſelf hath ſaid, unleſs you eat 
the Fleſh, &c. How dare you promiſe eternal Life to little Children, not regenerate of Water and 
the Holy Ghoſt ; not having eaten his Fleſh, nor drunk his Blood, And a lictle after, Behold 
then he that is not baptized, and he that is deſtitute of the Bread and Cup of Life, is Jepa- 


rated from the Kingdom of Heaven. 


To the ſame Purpoſe he ſpeaks J. 6. c. 6. But it is ſuperfluous to recite his Words, 
for either this is enough or nothing. 

The third Kind of Proof, whereby I undertook to ſnew the Belief of the antient Church 
in this Point, was the Confelſzon of the learnedeſt Writers and beft vers'd in the Church of Rome. 
Who, what the Council of Trent forbids under Anathema, that any Man ſhould ſay of 
any ancient Father, are nor yet afraid, nor make any Scruple, to ſay it in plain Terms of 
the whole Church for many Ages together, viz. That ſhe believed the Eucharift neceſ- 
ſary for Infants. So doth Maldonate in Joan, vi. Mitto Auguſtini & Iunccentii 3 

| | ques 
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( qua etiam viguit in Eccleſia per ſexcentos annos) Euchariſtiam etiam Irfartibus neceſſuri as. 
I ſay nothing, ſays he, of Auſtin's and Innocentius his Opinion, That the Euchariſt was ne— 
ceſſary even for Infants ; which Doctrine flouriſh'd in the Church for fix hundred Tears, 

The ſame almoſt in Terms hath Binnius, in his Notes on the Councils, p. 624. Hine 
conſtat Innocentii ſententia ( que ſexcentos circiter annos viguit in Ecclefia, quam Auguſtinns ſe:la- 
ens eſt) Enchariſtiam etiam Infantibus neceſſariam fuiſſe, | 

Laſtly, 'That Treaſury of Antiquity, Cardinal Perron, though he ſpeaks not ſo home as 
the reſt do, yet he ſays enough for my Purpoſe; Des Paſſages de S. Aug. c. 10. p. 101. Tie 
Cuſtom of giving the Euchariſt to Infants, the Church then obſerved as profitable. This I {a y 1s 
enough for my Purpoſe: For what more contradictious, than that, the Euchariſt, being the 
ſame without Alteration, to Infants, ſhould then be profitable, and now unprofitable : 
Then, all Things conſidered, expedient to be uſed, if not neceſſary, and therefore com- 
manded ; and now, though there be no Variety in the Caſe, all Things conſidered, not 
neceſlary nor expedient, and therefore forbidden. 

The Iſſue of all this Diſcourſe, for ought I can ſee, muſt be this: That either both 
Parts of a Contradiction mult be true, and conſequently nothing can be falſe, ſeeing that 
which contradicts Truth is not fo ; or elſe, that the antient Church did err in believing 
ſomething expedient which was not ſo; (and if ſo, why may not the preſent Church err 
in thinking Latin Service and Communion in one Kind expedient ? ) or that the preſent 
Church doth err, in thinking ſomething not expedient, which is ſo. And if fo, why may 
ſhe not err in thinking Communicating the Laity in both Kinds, and-Service in vulgar 
Languages, not expedient ? NS 
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V. Au Argument drawn from the Dodctriue of the Millenaries ga] 
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1 5 HE Doctrine of the Milenaries was, That before the Norld's End Chriſt ſhould rei en 
upon Earth for a thouſand Years, and that the Saints ſhould live under him in all Holineſs 
and Happineſs. That this Doctrine is by the preſent Roman Church held falſe and here- 
tical, I think no Man will deny. | 

That the ſame Doctrine was, by the Church of the next Age after the Apoſtles held 
true and catholick, I prove by theſe two Reaſons. 

The firſt Reaſon, Whatſoever Doctrine is believed and taught by the moſt eminent 
Fathers of any Age of the Church, and by none of their Contemporaries oppoſed or 
3 that is to be eſteemed the Catholick Doctrine of the Church of thoſe 

imes. 

But the Doctrine of the Millenaries was believed and taught by the moſt eminent Fathers 
of the Age next after the Apoſtles, and by none of that Age oppoſed or condemned. 

3 it was the catholick Doctrine of the Church of thoſe Times. The Propoſi- 
tion of this Syllogiſm is Cardinal Perron's Rule, (in his Epiſtle to Caſaubon, 5. obſ.) and 
is indeed one of the main Pillars upon which the great Fabrick of his Anſwer to King 
James doth ſtand, and with which it cannot but fall ; and therefore I will ſpend no 
Time in the Proof of it. 

But the Aſſumption thus I prove. | | | 

'That Doctrine which was believed and taught by Papias Biſhop of Hierapolis, the Diſ- 
ciple of the Apoſtles Diſciples (according to Euſebius) who lived in the Times of the 
Apoſtles, faith he; by Juſtin Martyr, Doctor of the Church, and Martyr ; by Malito Bi- 
ſhop of Sardis, who had the Gift of Prophecy, witneſs Tert. and whom Bel/arnine ac— 
knowledges a Saint; by St. Irenaus, Biſhop of Lyons, and Martyr ; and was not oppoſed 
or condemned by any one Doctor of the Church of thoſe Times. That Doctrine was be- 
lieved and taught by the moſt eminent Fathers of that Age, next to the Apoſtles, and 
oppoled by none. | | 

But the former Part of the Propoſition is true; ergo, the Latter is true alſo. 

The Major of this Syllogiſm, and the latter Part of the Minor, I ſuppoſe will need no 
Proof with them that conſider, that theſe here mentioned were equal in Number to all the 
other eccleſiaſtical Writers of that Age, of whom there is any Memory remaining, and 
in Weight and Worth infinitely beyond them: They were Athenagoras, Theophilus Hul fe- 
chenus, Egeſippus, and Hippolitus ; of whoſe Contradiction to this Doctrine there is not cx- 
tant, neither in their Works nor in Story, any Print or Footſtep; which if they, or any 
of them, had oppoſed, it had been impoſſible, conſidering the eccleſiaſtical Story of their 
Time is written by the profeſſed Enemies of the Millenaries Doctrine; who, could they 
have found any Thing in the Monuments of Antiquity to have put in the Ballance againft 
. Juſtin Martyr and IJrenæus, no doubt would nor have buried it in Silence; which yet they 
do, neither vouching for their Opinion any one of more Anriquity than Dicu;/us He 
audriuus, who liyed, faith Euſebius, noſtra ætate \ in our Age | but certainly in the lacter 
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Part of the third Century. For Tatians, becauſe an Heretick, I recko in chi 
. T 3 * nn f 171 
ber. And if any Man ſay that before his Fall he wrote many Books 1 far ie i me 


name 


withal would have it remembred that he was Juſtin Martyr's Scholar, ang but 
Ff : N N nd therefore 
probability of his Maſter's Faith, rather than againſt it; All that is 2 8 


way or other, is but this in St. Hrerome de Script. Eccleſ. Juſtini Martyris of 
Now for the other Part of the Minor, That the ih wah Fathine per wh 
teach this Doctrine. And firſt for Papias that he taught it, it is confeſſed b Euſ, bin as 
Enemy of this Doctrine (Lib. 3. Hiſt. Eccl. c. 33.) in theſe Words, er 7 insthe 
fides the ſame Author (Papias) declares, that they came to him as it were by ee . 
tion, wherein he affirms, that after the Reſurrettion of all Fiſh from the Dead, there * : 2 
Kingdom of Chriſt continued and eſtabliſhed for a Thouſand Years upon Earth, after + Ko 8 te” 
corporeal Manner. The ſame is confeſſed by S. Hierome, another Enemy to this O 3 
(de ſcript. Eccleſ. S. 29.) Papias the Auditor of John Biſhop of Hierapolis is ſaid 5 . | 
taught the judaical Tradition of a thouſand Years, whom Irenzus and Apollinarius follexs 1 | 
| And in his Preface upon the Commentaries of Victorinus upon the Apocalypſe re | 
writes, — before him Papias Biſhop of Hierapolis, and Nepos Biſhop in the Parts of woo | 
taught as Victorinus does touching the Kingdom of the thouſand Years, gypt | 
f The ſame is teſtified by Ienæus (lib. 5. rout. Har. c. 33.) where h aving at large ſe. | 
| forth this Doctrine, he confirms it by the Authority of Papias in theſe Words. Pa 5 
| alſo the Auditor of John the familiar Friend of Polycarpus an ancient Man, hath reſtifich ly 
writing theſe Things in the fourth of his Books, for he hath written five. And concerning Pi 


| pias thus much. t 
| That Juſtin Martyr was of the ſame Belief, is confeſſed by Sixtus Senenfis ( Biblioth. Sæ 

| J. 6. An. 347.) by Feverdentius in his Premonition before the five laſt Chapters of the | 
| 5th Book of Jrenaus. By Pamelius in Antidoto ad Tertul. parad. paradox. 14. | t 
That S. Melito, Biſhop of Sardis, held the ſame Doctrine, is confeſſed by Pamelius 1 


in the ſame Place: and therenpon it is that Gennadius Maſſilienſis in his Book de Eccle{, 
Dogmatibus, calls the Followers of this Opinion Melitani; as the ſame Pamelius ceſtities 
in his Notes upon that Fragment of Tertullian de Spe fidelium. 

Irenaus his Faith in this Point is likewiſe confeſſed by Euſebius, in the Place before 


— — li — 


quoted in theſe Words. He (Papias) was the Author of the like Errour to moſt of the i- 60 
ters of the Church, who alledged the Antiquity of the Man for a Defence of their Side, as 10 Ire- 6 
næus, and whoſoever elſe ſeemed to be of the ſame Opinion with him. cc 

By S. Hierome, in the Place above cited de Script. Eccleſ. S. 29. Again in Lib. Exel. xi. T 
cc 


in theſe Words. For neither do we expect from Heaven a golden Hieruſalem (according to 
the Jewiſh Tales which they call Deuteroſis) which alſo many of our own have followed: Eſpeci- 
ally Tertullian in his Book de Spe Fidelium ; and Lactantius in his ſeventh Book of Inſtitutions, 
and the frequent Expoſitions of Victorinus Pictavionenſis: And of late Severius in his Dialogue 


| 
| which he calls Gallus: and to name the Greeks, and to join together the firſt and laſt, Irenæus ul 
| and Apollinarius. Where we ſee he acknowledges Jrenæus to be of this Opinion; but that M 
| he was the firſt that held it, I believe that that is more a Chriſtian untruth than Irenans 5 
| his Opinion a Judaical Fable. For he himſelf acknowledges in the Place above cited, * 
| that Jreneus followed Papias ; and it is certain and confeſſed that Juſtin Martyr believed it as 
long before him: and neus himſelf derives it from—Presbyteri qui Johannem Diſcipu- a 
lum Domini viderunt ; from Prieſts which ſaw John the Diſciple of the Lord. Laſtly, by " 
Pamelius, Sixtus Senenfis, and Fuverdentius in the Places above quoted. 8 
Seeing therefore it is certain, even to the Confeſſion of the Adverſaries, that Papias, 8 
Juſtin Martyr, Melito, and Trenaus, the moſt conſiderable and eminent Men of their Age, « 
did believe and teach this Doctrine; and ſeeing it has been proved as evidently as a a 
Thing of this Nature can be, that none of their Contemporaries oppoſed or condemned 60 
it? It remains according to Cardinal Perron's firſt Rule; that this is to be eſteemed the \c 
Doctrine of the Church of that Age. 5 cc 
My ſecond Reaſon I form thus. Mhatſoerer Doctrine is taught by the Fathers of any ce 
Age, not as Doctors, but as Witneſſes of the Tradition of the Church, (that is, nor cc 
as their own Opinion, but as the Doctrine of the Church of their Times) that is undoubt- e 
edly to be ſo eſteemed; eſpecially if none contradicted them in it. But the Fathers | cx 
above cited teach this Doctrine, not as their own private Opinion, but as the Chriſtian 
Tradition, and as the Doctrine of the Church, neither did any contradict them in it. if 
Ergo, it is undoubtedly to be ſo eſteemed. | 5 
The Major of this Syllogiſm, 1s Cardinal Perron's ſecond Rule and Way of finding out bh 
the Doctrine of the antient Church in any Age: and if it be not a ſure Rule, farewel 5 
the Uſe of all Antiquity. And for the Minor there will be little doubt of it, to him that | Ty 
conſiders, that Papias profeſſes himſelf to have received this Doctrine by unwritten Tra- BY 
dition, though not from the Apoſtles themſelves immediately, yet from their Scholars, d.. 
as appears by Euſebius in the forecited third Book, Chapter 33. a ho 
iat Vrenæus, grounded it upon evident Scripture, and profeſſes that he learnt it, (whe- 0s 
ther mediately or immediately I cannot tell ) from Presbyters qui Johannem Diſcipulum of 
Domini viderunt. Prieſts or Hders who ſaw John the Lord's Diſciple, and * Si 
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of him what our Lord taught of thoſe Times (of the thouſand Years ) and alſo, as 
he ſays after, from Papias the Auditor of John the Chamberſellow of Polycarpus, an an- 
tient Man, who recorded it in Writing. | 

Fuverdentius his Note upon this Place is very notable. Hinc apparet ( ſaith he) &c. from 
hence it appears that ſrenzus neither firſt invented this Opinion, nor held it as proper 
to himſelf, but got this Blot and Blemiſh from certain Fathers. Papias, I ſuppoſe, and 
ſome other inglorious Fellows, the familiar Friends of Irenens, are here intended. 

I hope then, if the Fathers which lived with the Apoſtles had their Blots and Ble- 
miſhes, it is no ſuch horrid Crime for Calvin and the Century HYriters to impute the ſame 
to their Great-grandchildren, Ætas parentum pejor avis progeniem fert vitioſiorem. But 
yet theſe inglorious Diſciples of the Apoſtles, though perhaps not ſo learned as Fuverdentius, 
were yet certainly ſo honeſt, as not to invent Lies, and deliver them as apoſtolick Tradi- 
tion. Or if they were not, what Confidence can we place in any other unwritten 
Tradition? 

Laſtly, That Juſtin Martyr grounds it upon plain Prophecies of the Old Tiftament, and 
expreſs Words of the New. He proſeſſeth, That he, and all other Chriſtians, of a right 
Belief in all Things, believe it; joins them who believe it not, with them who deny the 
Reſurrection ; or elſe ſays, that none denied this, but the ſame who denied the Reſur- 
rection; and that indeed they were called Chriſtians, but in Deed and in Truth were 
none. 

Whoſoever, I ſay, conſiders theſe Things, will eaſily grant, that they held it not as 
their own Opinion, but as the Doctrine of the Church, and the Faith of Chriſtians. 

Hereupon I conclude, whatſoever they held, not as their private Opinion, but as the 
Faith of the Church, that was the Faith of the Church of their Time: But this Doctrine 
they held, not as their private Opinion, but as the Faith of the Church; ergo, it was and 
is to be eſteemed the Faith of the Church. | 

Trypho. © Do ye confeſs that before ye expect the Coming of Chriſt, this Place Hieru- 
* ſalem ſhall be again reſtored, and that your People ſhall be congregated, and rejoice 
together with Chriſt, and the Patriarchs, and the Prophets, ©c. 

Juſtin Martyr. © 1 have confeſſed to you before, that both I and many others do be- 
* heve, as you well know, that this ſhall be; bur that many again, who are (not) of 
* the pure and holy Opinion of Chriſtians, do not acknowledge this, I have alſo ſigni- 
* fied unto you: For I have declared unto you, that ſome called Chriſtians, but being 
indeed Atheiſts and impious Hereticks, do generally teach blaſphemous, and atheiftica!, 
and fooliſh Things. But that you might know that I ſpeak not this to you only, I 
* will make a Book, as near as I can, of theſe our Diſputations, where I will profeſs in 
Writing that which I ſay before you; for I reſolve to follow not Men, and the Doc- 
* trines of Men, but God, and the Doctrine of God. For although you chance to 
© meet with ſome that are called Chriſtians, which do not confeſs this, but dare to blaſ- 
* pheme the God of Abraham, the God of Jaac, and the God of Jacob, which alſo ſay 
ce there is no Reſurrection of the Dead, but that as ſoon as they die their Souls are re- 
* ceived into Heaven; do not ye yet think them Chriſtians : As neither, if a Man con- 
* (ider rightly, will he account the Sadducees, and other Sectaries and Hereticks, as the 
* Geniſte, and the Meriſtz, and Galileans, and Phariſees, and Hellenians, and Baptiſts, and 
other ſuch, to be Jeus; but only that they are called Jews, and the Children of 45;a- 
* ham, and ſuch as with their Lips confeſs God (as God himſelf cries out) but have 
their Hearts far from him. But I, and all Chriſtians that in all Things believe aright, 
* both know that there ſhall be a Reſurrection of the Fleſh, and a thouſand Years in 
* Hieruſalem, reſtored, and adorned, and enlarged ; according as the Prophets Ezekiel, 
and Eſay, and others, do teſtify : For thus ſaith Jaiah of the Time of this thouſand 
'© Years; For there ſhall be a new Heaven, and a new Earth, and they Wall not remember the 
former, &c.” And after,. —— ** A certain Man amongſt us, whoſe Name was John, 
* one of the twelve Apoſtles of Chrift, in that Revelation which was exhibited unto him, 
*© hath foretold. That they which believe our Chriſt ſhall live in Hieruſalem a thouſand 
*© Years, and that after, the univerſal and everlaſting Reſurrection and Judgement 
* ſhall be.” 

I have preſumea in the Beginning of Juſtin Martyr's Anſwer to ſubſtitute (act) inſtead 
of (alſo) becauſe I am confident, that either by Chance, or the Fraud of ſome IIl-willers 
to the Millenaries Opinion, the Place has been corrupted, and () turned into () (not) 
into ( alſo.) For if we retain the uſual Reading, —But that many who are alſo of the pure 
and holy Opinion of Chriſtians do not acknowledge this, I have alſo ſignified unto you ; then muſt 
we conclude, that Juſtin Martyr himſelf did believe the Opinion of them which denied 
the thouſand Years, to be the pure and holy Opinion of Chriſtians : And if fo, why 
did he not himſelf believe it? Nay, how could be but believe it to be grue, profeſſing it (as 
he does, if the Place be right) to be the pure and holy Opinion of Chriſtians : For how 
a falſe Doctrine can be the pure and holy Opinion of Chriſtians, what Chriſtian can con- 
ceive? On if it may be fo, how can the contrary avoid the being untrue, u. noly, and 
not the Opinion of Chriſtians? | 
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Again, if we read the Place thus That many who are alſo of the pure and holy Opi- 
nion of Chriſtians, do not acknowledge this, I have alſo ſignified ; certainly there will be neither 
Senſe nor Reaſon, neither Coherence nor Conſequence in the Words following — Hy 7 
have told you of many called Chriſtians, but being indeed Atheiſts and Hereticks, that they a). 
together teach blaſphemous, and impious, and fooliſh Things, For how is this a Confirmation 
or Reaſon of, or any way pertinent unto what went before ? If there he ſpeak of none 
but ſuch as were pure piæque Chriſtianorum Sententiæ, of the pure and holy Opinion of Chri- 
ſtians. And therefore to diſguiſe this in Conſequence, the Tranſlator has thought fit to 
make uſe of a falſe Tranſlation, and inſtead or I have told you, to make It,—þe. 
fides I have told you of many, &c. Again, if Juſtin Martyr had thought this the pure and 
holy Opinion of Chriſtians, or them good and holy Chriſtians that held it ; why does 
he rank them with them that denied the Reſurrection ? Why does he ſay aſterward 
Althongh you chance to meet with ſome that are called Chriſtians which do not confeſs this, do not 
Je thiak them Chriſtians, Laſtly, what Senſe is there in ſaying as he does / and all Chr; 
ſlians that are of a right Belief in all Things, believe the Doctrine of the thouſand Years, and that 
the Scriptures both of the Old and New Teſtament teach it, and yet ſay.— That many of 
the pure and holy Opinion of Chriſtians do not believe it? Upon theſe Reaſons I ſuppoſe it is 
evident, that the Place has been corrupted, and it is to be corrected, according as I have 
corrected it, by ſubſtituting ® in the Place of 4 (not) inſtead of ( alſo.) Neither need any 
Man think ſtrange, that this Misfortune of the Change of a Syllable ſhould beſal this 
Place, who conſiders, that in this Place Juſtin Martyr tells us that he had ſaid the fame 
Things before, whereas nothing to this Purpoſe appears now in him. And that in Vi&i- 
aus his Comment on the Revelations, wherein ( by St. Hierom's Acknowledgment) this Do- 
ctrine was ſtrongly maintained, there now appears nothing at all for it, but rather againſt 
it. And now from the Place thus reſtored, theſe Obſervations offer themſelves unto us. 

1. That Juſtia Martyr ſpeaks not as a Doctor, but as a Witneſs of the Doctrine of the 
Church of his Time. I ( faith he) and all Chriſtians that are of a right Belief in all 
Things, hold this; and therefore from hence, according to Cardinal Perron's Rule, we 
are to conclude, not probably, but demonſtratively, that this was the Doctrine of the 
Church of thar 'Time. 

2. That they held it as a neceſſary Matter, ſo far as to hold them no Chriſtians that 
held the contrary : Though you chance to meet with ſome called Chriſtians that do not confeſs this, 
but dare to blaſpheme the God of Abraham, Iſaac, and Jacob, &c. yet do not ye think them Chri- 
ſtians. Now if Bellarmine's Rule be true, that Councils then determine any Thing as 
Matters of Faith, when they pronounce them Hereticks that hold the contrary ; then 
ſure Juſtine Martyr held this Doctrine as a Matter of Faith, ſeeing he pronounceth them 
no Chriſtians that contradict it. | | 

3. That the Doctrine is grounded upon the Scripture of the Old and New Teſtament, 
and the Revelation of St. John, and that by a Doctor and Martyr of the Church, and 
ſuch a one as was converted to Chriſtianity within thirty Years after the Death of St. Fohr, 
when in all Probability there were many alive, that had heard him expound_his own 
Words, and teach this Doctrine. And if Probabilities will not be admitted, this is cer- 
rain out of the moſt authentical Records of the Church, that Papias the Diſciple of the 
Apoſtles Diſciples taught it the Church, profeſſing that he had received it from them that 
learned it from the Apoſtles : And if, after all this, the Church of thoſe Times might 
err in a Doctrine ſo clearly derived, and authentically delivered, how without extreme 
Impudence, can any Church in After-times pretend to Infallibility ? 

The Millenarizs Doctrine was over-born, by imputing to them that which they held 
not: by abrogating the Authority of St. John's Revelation, as ſome did; or by deroga- 
ting from it, as others, aſcribing it not to St. John the Apoſtle, but to ſome other 7%, 
they know not who: which — Dionyſius the firſt known Adverſary of this Doctrine, and 
his Followers; againſt the Tradition of Irenaus, Juſtin Martyr, and all the Fathers their 


Anteceſſors: by calling it a judaical Opinion, and yet allowing it as probable, by cor- 


rupting the Authors for it; as Juſtin, Victorimis, Severus. 


VI. 4 Letter relating to the ſame Subject. 


£12 


Pray remember, that if a Conſent of Fathers either conſtitute or declare a Truth to 

be neceſſary, or ſhew the Opinion of the Church of their Time; then that Opinion 
of the Jeſuits, concerning Predeſtination upon Preſcience (which had no Oppoler before 
St. Auſtin) muſt be ſo, and the contrary of the Dominicans heretical ; and the preſent 
Church differs from the antient, in not eſteeming of it as they did. 

Secondly, I pray remember, that if the Fathers be infallible ( when they fpeak as Wit- 
neſſes of Tradition) to ſhew the Opinion of the Church of their Time, then the Opi- 
nion of the Chilzaſts, ( which now is a Hereſy in the Church of Rome) was once Tradi- 
tion in the Opinion of the Church. 

't hirdly, Since St. Auſtin had an Opinion, that of whatſoever no Beginning was known, 
that came from the Apoſtles, many Fathers might ſay Things to be Tradition ”y_ av] 
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Ground only; but of this Opinion of the Chiliaſts, one of the ancienteſt Fathers, Fenæus, 
ſays, not only that it was Tradition, but ſets down Chriſt's own Words when he taugh: 
it, and the Pedigree of the Opinion from Chrift to Jon his Diſciple ; from him to 1:- 
veral Priefts ( whereof Papias was one who put it in Writing) and ſo downwards; 
which can he ſhewn from no other Father, for no other Opinion, either controverted or 
uncontroverted. 

Fourthly, That if Papias, either by his own Errour or a, Deſire to deceive, could 
cozen the Fathers of the pureſt Age in this, why not alſo in other Things? Why not in 
twenty as well as one? Why not twenty others as well as he? 

Fifthly, That if the Fathers could be cozened, how could General Councils ſcape ? 
Who, you ſay, make Tradition one of their Rules, which can only be known from the 
Fathers. | 

Sixthly, If they object, how could Errours come in, and no Beginning of them known ? 
] pray remember to ask them the ſame Queſtion concerning the Millenaries, which laſted 
uncontradicted until Dionyfius Alexandrinus, two hundred and fifty Years after Chriſt ; 
and if they tell you that Papias was the firſt Beginner, look in Tenæus, and he will tell 
you the contrary, (Loco citato, J. 5. c. 33.) 

Seventhly, Remember, that if I ought not to condemn the Church of Rome out of 
Scripture, becauſe my Interpretation may deceive me; then they ought not to build 
their Infallibility upon it ( and leſs upon her own Word ) becauſe theirs may deceive 
them; unleſs the ſame Thing may be a Wall when you lean upon it, and a Bull-ruſh 
when we do. | 

Eighthly, Remember that they cannot ſay, they truſt not their Interpretation in this, 
but a Conſent of Fathers; becauſe the Fathers are not ſaid to be infallible, but as they 
tell the Opinion of the Church of their Time, which is infallible : Therefore they muſt 
firſt prove out of Scripture that ſhe is infallible, or elſe ſhe (who is her ſelf the Subject 
of the Queſtion ) cannot be allowed till then to give a Verdict for her ſelf. 

Ninthly, Remember the Roman Church claims no Notes of the Church, but what a- 
gree with the Grecian too (as Antiquity, Succeſſion, Miracles, Oc.) but only Commu— 
nion with the Pope and Splendour; both which made for the A ian, in Liberius his 
Time; and it were a hard Caſe, that becauſe the Greeks are poor upon Earth, they 
ſhould be ſnut out of Heaven. 

Tenthly, Remember that if we have an infallible Way, we have no uſe (at leaſt no 
neceſſity ) of an infallible Guide; for if we may be ſaved by following the Scripture as 
near as we can (though we err) it is as good as any Interpreter to keep Unity in Cha- 
rity (which is only needful) though not in Opinion; and this cannot be ridiculous, be- 
cauſe they fay, if any Man miſinterpret the Council of Trent, it ſhall not damn him; 
and why (without more ado) may not the ſame be ſaid of Scripture ? 
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VII. An Argument againſt the Tnfallibility of the preſent Church of Rome, 
taken from the Contradittions in your Doctrine of Tranſubſtantiation. 


HAT Church is not infallible, which teacheth Contradictions : 
But the Church of Rome teacheth Contradictions. Therefore 
the Church of Rome is not infallible. 

Mr. Daniel. I deny the Minor. 
Chilling. That Church teacheth Contradictions, eek Cre 


Chillingworth. ß 3a 


eth ſuch a Doctrine as contains Contradictions: But the Church 

of Rome teacheth ſuch a Doctrine: Therefore the Church of Rome teacheth 
ditions. : 

Mr. Dan. I deriy the Minor. | 

Chill. The Doctrine of 'Tranſubſtantiation contains Contradictions : But the Church 
of Rome teacheth the Doctrine of Tranſubſtantiation: Therefore the Church of Rune 
teacheth ſuch a Doctrine as contains Contradictions. | © 

Mr. Dan, I deny the Major. | 

Chill, That the ſame Thing, at the ſame Time ſhould have the true Figure of a 
Man's Body, and ſhould not have the true Figure of a Man's Body, is a Contradiction : 
But in the Doctrine of Tranſubſtantiation it is taught, that the ſame Thing, (viz. our 
Saviour preſent in the Sacrament ) has the true Figure of a Man's Body, and has not 
the true Figure of a Man's Body at the ſame Time; therefore the Doctrine of Tran- 
ſubſtantiation contains Contradictions. | 

Mr. Dan. The Major, though not having all Rules required to a contradiction (as 
Boys in Logick know) yet let it paſs. 


tra- 


Chill. Boys in Logick, know no more Conditions required to a Contradiction, but 


that the ſame Thing ſhould be affirmed and denied of the ſame Thing at the fame 
Time. For my Meaning was, that that ſhould not be accounted the fame Thing, 
which was conſidered after divers Manners. 

Mr. Dan. I deny the Minor of your Syllogiſm. Chilling, 


* 
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Clilling. 1 prove it, according to the ſeveral Parts of it: And firſt, for the firſt Part 
He mutt have the Figure of a Man's Body in the Euchariſt, who is there without any 
real Alteration or Difference from the natural Body of a Man: But our Saviour end 
ing to the Romiſh Doctrine of Tranſubſtahtiation, is in the Sacrament without any wal 
Alteration or Difference from the natural Body of a Man : Therefore according to this 
Doctrine, he muſt there have the Figure of a Man's Body. To the ſecond Part that 
he muſt not have the Figure of a Man's Body in the Sacrament, according to this Do- 
ctrine, thus I prove it. He muſt not have the Figure of a Man's Body in the Eucha- 
riſt, which muſt not have Extenſion there: But our Saviour's Body, according to the 
Doctrine of Tranſubſtantiation, muſt not have Extenſion there; therefore, according to 
this Doctrine, he muſt not have the Figure of a Man's Body there. The Maijor of this 
Syllogiſm I proved, becauſe the Figure of a Man's Body could not be without Exten— 
ſion. The Minor I proved thus; That muſt not have Extenſion in the Euchariſt, whoſe 
every Part is together in one and the fame Point: But according to this Doctrine, 
Part of our Saviour's Body muſt be here in one and the ſame Point; therefore 
muſt not have Extenſion, ; 

Mr. Dan. Anſwered, by diſtinguiſhing the Major of the firſt Syllogiſm, and {aid - 
that he muſt not have the true Figure of a Man's Body, according to the Reaſon of a 
Figure taken in its eſſential Conſideration, which is to have pofitionem partium fic & fic 
extra partes; bur not the accidental Conſideration, which is in ordine ad locum. And this 
Anſwer he applied for the Solution of the Minor, ſaying thus, Our Saviour is there 
without any real Alteration intrinſecal, but not extrinſecal ; for he is not cha nged in or- 
der to himſelf, but in order to place: Or otherwiſe, he is not altered in his continual 
Exiſtence, which is only modus eſſentiæ, and inſeparable even by Divine Power, though 
altered in modo exiſtendi, which 1s Situation, and required to figure taken in order to place, 

Chill. Againſt this it was replied by Chillingworth: That the Diſtinction of a Man's 
Body as conſider'd in ir ſelf, and as conſidered in reference to Place, is vain, and no 
Solution of the Argument: And thus he proved it; If it be impoſſible, that any Thing 
Mould have ſeveral Parts one out of another in order, and — of each to other, 
without having theſe Parts in ſeveral Places; then the Diſtinction is vain: But it is im- 


every 
here it 


poſſible, that any Thing ſnould have ſeveral Parts one out of another, without having 


theſe Parts in ſeveral Places; therefore the Diſtinction is vain. 

The Major of this Syllogiſm, he took for granted. 

The Minor he proved thus: Whatſoever Body is in the proper Place of another Body, 
muſt of neceſſity be in that very Body, by poſſeſſing the Dimen ſions of it; therefore, 
whatſoever hath ſeveral Parts one out of the other, muſt of neceſſity have them one 
out of the Place of the other; and conſequently in ſeveral Places. 

For illuſtration of this Argument he ſaid; If my Head, and Belly, and Thighs, and 
Legs, and Feet, be all in the very ſame Place; of neceſſity, my! Head mult be in my 
Belly, and my Belly in my Thighs, and my Thighs in my Legs, : ind all of them in my 
Feet, and my Feet in all of them; and therefore if my Head be out of my Belly, it 
muſt be out of the Place where my Belly is; and if it be not out of the Place where my 
Belly is, it is not out of my Belly, but in it. 

Again, to ſhew that according to the Doctrine of Tranſubſtan tiation, our Saviour's 
Body in the Euchariſt, hath not the ſeveral Parts of it out of one another, he diſputed 
thus: Whereſoever there is a Body having ſeveral Parts one out of the other, there 
muſt be ſome middle Parts ſevering the extreme Parts: But he re, according to this 
Doctrine, the extreme Parts are not ſevered, but altogether in the ſame Point; there- 
fore here our Saviour's Body cannot have Parts one out of the other. 

Mr. Dan. To all this (for want of a better Anſwer ) gave only ' this. Let al Scho- 
lars pernſe theſe. After, upon better Conſideration, he wrote by 1:he Side of rhe laſt 
Syllogiſm this: Quoad entitatem verum eſt, non quoad locum, that is, according to Entity 
it is true, but not according to Place. And to ( Let all Scholars peru ſe theſe ) he cauſed 
this to be added, And weigh whether there is any new Matter worth a net v Anſwer. 

Chilliagworth Replyed, That to ſay the extreme Parts of a Body are ſevered by the 
middle Parts according to their Entity, but not according to Place, is ridiculous. His 
Reaſons are, firſt, Becauſe ſevering of Things is nothing elſe, but putting or keeping 
them in ſeveral Places, as every filly Woman knows; and therefore tc ſay, they are ſe- 
vered, but not ac-ording to Place, is as if you ſhould ſay, they are h eated, but not ac- 
cording to heat; they are cooled, but not according to cold: Indeecl it is to ſay, they 
are ſevered, but not ſevered. 
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V. II. An Account of what moved the Author to turn Papiſt, with His (2017 
Confutation of the Arguments that perſuaded him thereto, 


$3, Reconciled my ſelf to the Church of Rome, becauſe I thought my ſelf to have 
© x 5* ſufficient Reaſon to believe, that there was and muſt be always in the World 
& 2 ſome Church that could not err; and conſequently, ſeeing all other Churches 
* #2 diſclaimed this Privilege of not being ſubject to Errour, the Church of Rome 
muſt be that Church which cannot err. 

I was put into Doubt of this Way which I had clioſen, by Dr. Stapleton and others; 
who limit the Church's Freedom from Errour to Things neceſſary only, and ſuch as with- 
out which the Church can be a Church no longer, but granted it ſubject to Errour in Things 
that were not neceſſary: Hereupon conſidering that moſt of the Differences between 
Proteftants and Roman Catholicks, were not touching Things neceſſary, but only profitable 


or lauful; I concluded, that I had not ſufficient Ground to believe the R»ya# Church either 


could not or did not err in any Thing, and therefore no Ground to be a Roman Catholich. 

Againſt this, again I was perſuaded, that it was not ſufficient to believe the Church 
to be an infallible Believer of all Doctrines neceſſary ; but it muſt alſo be granted an in- 
allible Teacher of what is neceſſary; that is, that'we muſt believe not only that the Church 
teacheth all Things neceſſary, but that all is neceſſary to be believed which the Church 
teacheth to be ſo; in effect, that the Church is our Guide in the Way to Heaven. 

Now to believe that the Church was an infallible Guide, and to be believed in all 
Things which ſhe requires us to believe, I was induced; Firſt, becauſe there was no- 
thing that could reaſonably conteſt with the Church about this Office, but the Scripture, 
and that the Scripture was this Guide, I was willing to believe, but that I ſaw not how 
ir could be made good, without depending upon the Church's Authority. 

1. That Scripture is the Word of God. 

2. That the Scripture is a perfect Rule of our Duty. 

3. That the Scripture is ſo plain in thoſe Things which concern our Duty, that whoſo- 
ever deſires and endeavours to find the Will of God, there he ſhall either find it, or at 
leaſt not dangerouſly miſtake it. | 
| Secondly, I was drawn to this Belief, becauſe I conceived that it was evident, out of 
the Epiſtle to the Epheſians, that there muſt be unto the World's End a Succeſſion of Pa- 
ſtors, by adhering ro whom Men might be kept from wavering in Matters of Faith, 
and from being carried up and down with every Wind of falſe Doctrine. 

That no Succeſſion of Paſtors could guard their Adherents from Danger of Hrrour, if 
themſelves were {ubje& unto Errour, either in teaching that to be neceſſary which is not 
ſo, or denying that to be neceſſary which is ſo: and therefore, 

That there was and muſt be ſome Succeſſion of Paſtors, which was an infallible Guide 
in the Way to Heaven, and which could not poſſibly teach any Thing to be neceſſary 
which was not ſo; nor any Thing not neceſſary which was fo. Upon this Ground I con- 
cluded, that ſeeing there muſt be ſuch a Succeſſion of Paſtors as was an infallible Guide, 
and there was no other (but that of the Church of Rome) even by the Confeſſion of 
all other Societies of. Paſtors in the World ; that therefore that Succeſſion of Paſtors is 
that infallible Guide of Faith which all Men muſt follow. 

Upon theſe Grounds I thought it neceſſary for my Salvation to believe the Roman 
Church, in all that ſhe thought to be, and propoſed as neceſlary. | 

Againſt theſe Arguments it hath been demonſtrated unto me; and Firſt againſt the 
Firſt; That the Reaſon why we are to believe the Scripture to be the Word of God, 
neither is nor can be the Authority of the preſent Church of Rome, which cannot make 
good her Authority any other Way, but by Pretence of Scripture ; and therefore ſtands 
not unto Scripture, (no not in Reſpect of us) in the Relation of a Foundation to a 
Building, but of a Building to a Foundation, doth not ſupport Scripture, but is ſupport- 
ed by it. But the general Conſent of Chriſtians of all Nations and Ages, a far grea- 
ter Company than that of the Church of Rome, and delivering univerſally the Scripture 


for the Word of God, is the ordinary external Reaſon why we believe it; whereunto 


the "Teſtimonies of the Jews, Enemies of Chriſt, add no ſmall Moment for the Authori— 
ty of ſome Part of it. | 
That whatſoever ſtood 7 the ſame Ground of univerſal Tradition with Scripture, 
might juſtly challenge Belief as well as Scripture ; but that no Doctrine not written in 
| Scripture, could juſtly pretend to as full Tradition as the Scripture, and therefore we had 
no Reaſon to believe it with that Degree of Faith wherewith we believe the Scripture. 
That it is unreaſonable to think, that he that reads the Scripture, and ufes all Means 
appointed for this Purpoſe, with an earneſt Deſire, and with no other End, but to find the 
Will of God, and obey it, if he miſtake the Meaning of ſome doubtful Places, and fall 
unwillingly into ſome Errours, unto which no Vice or Paſſion betrays him, and is willing to 


hear Reaſon from any Man that will undertake to ſhew him his Errour : I ſay, that it is 
Es LI : Unxrea- 
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unreaſonable to think, that a God of Goodneſs will impute ſuch an Errour to ſuch a 
Man. - | 
Againſt the ſecond it was demonſtrated unto me, that the Place I built on ſo confident- 
ly, was no Argument at all for the Infallibility of the Succeſſion of Paſtors in the Roman 
Church, but a very — N it. 

Firſt, No Argument for it; becauſe it is not certain, nor can ever be proved | 
aul ſpeaks there of any Succeſſion ; Epheſ. iv. 11, 12, 13. For let that r 
is deſired, that in Ver. 13. by [ until we all meet | is meant, until all the Children of God 
meet in the Unity of Faith, that is, unto the World's End ; yet it is not ſaid there 
tl at he gave Apoſtles and Prophets, &c. which ſhould continue, &c. until we all meet, by __ 
necting Ver. 13. to Ver. 11. But he gave (then upon his Aſcenſion, and miraculouſly en- 
dowed ) Apoſtles and Prophets, Oc, for the Work of the Miniſtry, for the conſumma- 
ting of the Saints, for the Edification of the Body of Chriſt, until we all meet, that is 
if you will, unto the World's End. Neither is there any Incongruity, but that the Apo- 
ſtles and Prophets, Cc. which lived then, may in good Senſe be ſaid, now at this Time 
and ever hereafter, to do thoſe Things which they are ſaid to do. For who can deny 
but St. Paul the Apoſtle and Doctor of the Gentiles, and St. John the Evangeliſt and Pro- 
pher, do at this very Time (by their Writings, though not by their Perſons ) do the Work 
of the Miniftry, conſummate the Saints, and edify the Body of Chriſt. 

Secondly, It cannot be ſhewn or proved from hence, that there is or was to be any ſuch 
Succeſſion ; becauſe St. Paul here tells us only, that he gave ſuch in the Time paſt, not 
that he promiſed ſuch in the Time to come. | 

Tiirdly, It is evident, that God promiſed no ſuch Succeſſion, becauſe it is not certain 
that he hath made good any ſuch Promiſe ; for who is ſo impudent as to pretend, that 
there are now, and have been in all Ages ſince Chriſt, ſome Apoſtles, and ſome Prophets, 
and ſome Evangeliſts, and ſome Paſtors and Teachers; eſpecially ſuch as he here ſpeaks 
cf, that is, endowed with ſuch Gifts as Chriſt gave upon his Aſcenſion ; of which he 
ſpeaks in Ver. 8. ſaying, He led Captivity captive, and gave Gifts unto Men. And that thoſe 
Gifts were——Men endowed with extraordinary Power and ſupernatural Gifts—it is 
apparent, becauſe theſe Words, and he gave ſome Apoſtles, ſome Prophets, &c. are added 
by way of Explication and Illuſtration of that which was ſaid before=—and he gave 
Gifts unto Men. And if any Man except hereunto, that though the Apoſtles and Prophets 
and Evangeliſts were extraordinary, and for the Plantation of the Goſpel, yet Paſtors 
were ordinary, and for Continuance ; I anſwer, it is true, ſome Paſtors are ordinary, 
and for Continuance, but not ſuch as are here ſpoken of; not ſuch as are endowed 
with the ſtrange and heavenly Gifts, which Chriſt gave not only to the Apofiles, and 
Prophets, and Evangelifts, but to the inferiour Paſtors and Doctors of his Church, at the 
firſt Plantation of it. And therefore St. Paul, in 1 Cor. xii. 28. ( to which Place we are 
referred by the Margin of the vulgar 'Tranſlation, for the Explication of this ) places 
this Gift of Teaching amongſt, and prefers it before many other miraculous Gifts of 
the Holy Ghoſt. Paſtors there are {till in the Church, but not ſuch as Titus, and Ti- 
methy, and Apollos, and Barnabas; not ſuch as can juſtly pretend to immediate Inſpiration 
and Illumination of the Holy Ghoſt. ' And therefore ſeeing there neither are, nor have 
been for many Ages in the Church, ſuch Apoſtles, and Prophets, Cc. as here are ſpo- 
ken of, it is certain he promiſed none; or otherwiſe we muſt blaſphemouſſy charge him 
with Breach of his Premiſe. | 

Secondly, I anſwer, that if by dedit, he gave, be meant, promiſit, he promiſed, for ever; 
then all were promiſed, and all ſhould have continued. It by dedit be not meant promi ſit, 
then he promiſed none ſuch, nor may we expect any ſuch by Virtue of, or Warrant from 
this Text that is here alledged. And thus much for the firſt Aſſumpt, which was, That 
che Place was no Argument for an infallible Succeſſion in the Church of Rome. 

"Now for the ſecod, That it is a ſtrong Argument againſt it, thus I make it good. 

The Apoſtles, and Prophets, and Evangeliſts, and Paſtors, which our Saviour gave 
upon his Aſcenſion, were given by him that they might conſummate the Saints, do the 
\Vork of the Miniſtry, edify the Body of Chriſt, until we all come into the Unity of Faith, 
that we be not like Children, wavering and carried up and down with every Wind of 
Doctrine. The Apoſtles, and Prophets, Cc. that then were, do not now in their own 
Perſons, and by oral Inſtruction do the Work of the Miniſtry, to the Intent we may 
be kept from wavering, and being carried up and down with every Wind of Doctrine: 
Therefore they do this ſome other Way. Now there is no other Way by which they 
can do it, bat by their Writings; and therefore by their Writings they do it: There- 
fore by their Writings, and Believing of them, we are to be kept from wavering in 
Matters of Faith: Therefore the Scriprures of the Apoſtles, and Prophets, and Evan- 
geliſts, are our Guides: Therefore not the Church of Rome, 
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An ANS WER to ſome Paſſages in Ruſhworth's Dia- 
logues, beginning at the third Dialogue, $. Xii. p. 18 1. 
Ed. Paris, 1654. about TRADITIONS. 


O you think there is ſuch a City as Rome or Conſtantinople ? 
Nephew. That I do, I would I knew what I ask as well. 


CHILLINGWORT A. 


Firſt, I ſhould have anſwered, that in Propriety of Speech I could not ſay that I knew it, 
but that I did as undoubtedly believe it, as thoſe Things which I did know. For though 
(as I conceive) we may be properly ſaid to believe that which we know, yet we cannot 
ſay truly, that we know that which we only believe upon Report and Hearſay, be it ne- 
ver ſo conſtant, never ſo general: For ſeeing the Generality of Men is made up of Parti- 
culars, and every particular Man may deceive and be deceived, it is not impoſſible, though 
exceedingly improbable, that all Men ſhould conſpire to do ſo. Yet I deny not that the 

pular Phraſe of Speech will very well bear, that we may ſay we know that which in 
Truth we only believe, provided the Grounds of our Belief be morally certain. 

Neither do I take any Exception to the Nephew's Anſwers made to his Uncle's 2, 3, 4, 
and 5 Interrogatories. But grant willingly as to the firſt, that it is not much material 
whether I remember or not any particular Author of ſuch a general and conſtant Report. 
Then, that the Teſtimony of one or two Witneſſes, though never ſo credible, could add 
nothing to that Belief which is already at the Height ; nay, perhaps, that my own ſee- 
ing theſe Cities, would make no Acceſſion, add no Degree to the Strength and Firmneſs 
of my Faith concerning this Matter, only it would change the Kind n my Aſſent, and 
make me know that which formerly I did but believe. 

To the fourth, that ſeeming Reaſons are not much to be regarded againſt Senſe or 
Experience and moral Certainties ( but withal I ſhould have told my Uncle, that I fear 
his Suppoſition is hardly poſſible, and that the Nature of the Thing will not admit, that 
there ſhould be any great, nay, any probable Reaſons invented, to perſwade me that 
there was never ſuch a City as London) and therefore if any Man ſhould go about to per- 
ſwade me that there was never ſuch a City as London; that there were no ſuch Men as 
called themſelves, or were called by others, Proteſtants, in England, in the Days of Q. 
Elizabeth ; perhaps ſuch a Man's Wit might delight me, but his Reaſons ſure would ne- 
ver perſwade me. | | 

Hitherto we ſhould have gone Hand in Hand together: But whereas in the next Place 
he ſays— In like manner then you do not doubt, but a Catholick, living in a Catholick Country, 
may undoubtedly know what was the publick Religion of his Country in his Father's Days, and that 
ſo aſſuredly, that it were a mere Madueſs for him to doubt there l ſhould have craved Leave 
to tell my Uncle, that he preſumed too far upon his Nephew's yielding Diſpoſition, For 
that as it is a far more eaſy Thing to know, and more authentically teſtified, that there 
were ſome Men called Proteſtants by themſelves and others, than what Opinions theſe 
Proteſtants held, diverſe Men hold diverſe Things, which yet were all called by this 
Name; ſo is it far more eaſy for a Roman Catholick to know, that in his Father's Days 
there were ſome Men, for their outward Communion with, and Subordination to the 
Biſhop of Rome, called Roman Catholicks, than to know what was the Religion of thoſe 
Men who went under this Name: For they might be as different one from another in 
their Belief, as ſome Proteſtants are from others. 

As for Example, had I lived before the Lateran Council, which condemned Berengarius, 
poſſibly I might have known that the Belief of the real Preſence of Chriſt in the Sacra- 
ment was Part of the publick Doctrine of my Country; but whether the real Abſence 
of the Bread and Wine after Conſecration, and their Tranſubſtantiation into Chriſt's 
Body, were likewiſe Catholic Doctrines at that time; that I could not have known, ſeeing 
that all Men were at Liberty to hold it was ſo, or it was not ſo. 

Moreover I ſhould have told my Uncle, that living now, I know it is Catholick Doc- 
trine, That the Souls of the Bleſſed enjoy the Viſion of God: But if I had lived in the 
Reign of Pope John XXII, I ſhould not have known that then it was ſo, conſidering 
that wany good Catholicks before that Time had believed, and then, even the Pope him- 
ſelf did believe the contrary : And he is warranted by Bellarmine for doing ſo, becauſe 
the Church had not then defined it. 

I ſhould have told him further, that either Catholicks of the preſent Time do ſo differ 
in their Belief, that what ſome hold lawful and pious, others condemn as unlawful and 
impious ; or elſe, that all now conſent, and conſequently make it Catholick Doctrine, That 


it is not unlau ſul to make the uſual Pictures of the Trinizy, and ro ſet them in Churches 
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to be adored, © But had I lived in St. Auſtin's Time, I ſhould then have been taught b 
ther Leſſon ; to wit, that this Doctrine and Practice was impious, op pri oenarnaſ þ 
ctrine * aon Pe" . , | Sr 
I ſhould have told him, that now I was taught that the Doctrine of Indul 
apoſtolick Tradition: But had I lived 6c0 Ta ſince, and found that in all * 
| there was no Uſe of them; I ſhould either have thought the Primitive Church no faithful 
| Steward in defrauding Mens Souls of this "Treaſure intended by God to them, and ſo ne- 
ceſſary for them, or rather that the Doctrine of Indulgences now practiſed in the Church 
of Rome was not then Catholick. __ 
I ſhould, have told him, that the general Practice of Roman Catholicks now taught me, 
that it was a pious Thing to offer Incenſe and 'Tapers to the Saints and to their Pictures: 
But had I lived in the primitive Church, I ſhould, with the Church, have condemned it 
in the Collyridians as heretical. | 
I ſhould have repreſented to him Eraſmus's Complaint againſt the Proteſtants, whoſe 
departing from the Roman Church occaſioned the determining and exacting the Belief of 
many Points as neceſſary, wherein, before Luther, Men enjoyed the Liberties of their Judge- 
ments, and Tongues, and Pens. Antea, ſays he, licebat varias agitare quaſtiones, de po- 
teſtate Pontificis, de Condonationibus, de reſtituendo, de Purgatorio : nunc tutum non et hiſcere, 
ne de his quidem, qua pie vereque dicuntur, Et credere cogimur, quod homo gignit ex ſe opera 
meritoria, quod benefactis meretur vitam æternam, etiam de condigne, quod B. Virgo poteſt impe- | 
rare Filio cum Patre regnanti ut exaudiat hujus aut illius preces, aliaque permulta ad que piæ | 
mentes inhorreſcunt. And from hence I ſhould have collected, as I think very probably, wade 
that it was not then ſuch a known and certain Thing, what was the Catholick Faith in 
many Points which now are determined, but that divers Men who held external Commu- 
nion with that Church, which now holds theſe as Matters of Faith, conceived themſelyes 
no Ways bound to do ſo, but at Liberty to hold as they ſaw Reaſon. 
I ſhould have ſhewed him, by the Confeſſion of another learned Catholick, that through 
the Negligence of the Biſhops in former Ages, and the indiſcreet Devotion of the People, | 
many Opinions and Practices were brought into the Church, which at firſt perhaps were 
but winked at, after tolerated, then approved, and at length, after they had ſpread 
{ 


themſelves into a ſeeming Generality, confirmed for good and catholick ; and that there- 
ne there was no Certainty that they came from the Beginning whoſe Beginning was not 
nown. 

I ſhould have remembred him, that even by the Acknowledgement of the Council of 
Trent, many Corruptions and Superſtitions had by inſenſible Degrees inſinuated themſelves 
into the very Maſs and Offices of the Church, which they thought fit to caſt out : and 
therefore ſeeing that ſome Abuſes have come in, God knows how, and have heen caſt out 
again, who can aſcertain me tha iome Errours have not got in, and while Men ſiept (for 
it is apparent they did ſleep ) gathered ſuch Strength, got ſuch deep Root, and ſo in- 

corporated themſelves, like Ivy in a Wall, in the State and Polity of the Roman Church, 
that fo pull them up had been to pull them down, by razing the Foundation on which 
it ſtauds, to wit, the Church's Infallibility? Befides, as much Water paſſes under the 
Mill which the Miller fees not; ſo who can warrant me that ſome old Corruptions 
miglit not eſcape from them, and paſs for original and apoſtolick Traditions? I ſay, 
miglit not, though they had been as ſtudious to reduce all to the primitive State, as they 
were to preſerve them in the preſent State ; as diligent to caſt out all poſtnate and intro- 
duced Opinions, as they were to pertwade Men that there were none ſuch, but all as 
truly Catholick and apoſtolick as they were Roman. | 

I ſhould have declared unto him, that many Things reckoned up in the Roll of Tra- 
ditions, are now grown out of Faſhion, and out of Ute in the Church of Rome; and there- 
fore that either they believe them not, whatever they pretend, or were not fo obedient 
to the Apoſtle's Command, as they themſelves interpret i Keep the Traditions which 
ye have received, whether by Mord, or by our Epiſtle. 

And ſeeing there have been ſo many Viciſſitudes and Changes in the Roman Church; 
Catholick DoGrines growing exſolete, and being degraded from their Catholiciſm, and 
perhaps depreſſed into the Number of Hereſies; Points of Indifference, or at leaſt Aliens 
{from the Faith, getting firſt to be Inmates, after, procuring to be made Denizons, and in 
Proceſs of Time neceſſary Members of the Body of the Faith: Nay old Hereſies ſome- 
times, like old Snakes, caſting their Skin and their Poiſon together, and becoming whole- 
ſome and Catholick Doctrines: I muſt have deſired Pardon of my Uncle, if I were not 
ſo undoubtedly certain what was and what was not Catholick Doctrine in the Days of 
my Fathers. | 1 N 

Nay perhaps I ſhould have gone further, and told him, That I was not fully aſſured 
what was the Catholick Doctrine in ſome Points, no not at this preſent Time. For in- 
ſtance, to lay the Axe unto the Root of the Tree: The Infallibility of the preſent Church 
of Rome, in determining Controverſies of Faith, is eſteemed indeed by divers that I have 
met with, not only an Article of Faith, but a Foundation of all other Articles. But 
how do I know there are not, nay why ſhould I think there are not in the World divers 
good Catholicks of the ſame Mind touching this Matter, which Mirandy/a, Fa =_ g 
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Cuſanus, Florentinus, Clemangis, Waldenfis, Occham, and divers others, were of, who were 
ſo far from holding this Doctrine the Foundation of Faith, that they would not allow ir 
any Place in the Fabrick. 

Now Bellarmine has taught us that no Doctrine is Catholick, nor the contrary hereti- 
cal, that is denied to be ſo by ſome good Catholicks. From hence I colle&, that in the 
Time of the forenamed Authors, this was not Catholick Doctrine, nor the contrary he- 
retical ; and being then not ſo, how it could ſince become fo, I cannot well underſtand. 
If it be ſaid, that ir has ſince been defined by a general Council; I ſay, firſt, This is 
falſe, no Council has been ſo fooliſh as to define that a Council is infallible, for unleſs it 
were preſumed to be infallible before, who or what could aſſure us of the Truth of this 
Definition ? Secondly, if it were true, it were ridiculous: For he that would queſtion 
the Infallibility ef all Councils in all their Decrees, would as well queſtion the Infallibi- 
lity of this Council in this Decree. This therefore was not, is not, nor ever can be, an 
Article of Faith, unleſs God himſelf would be pleaſed (which is not very likely) to 
make ſome new Revelation of it from Heaven. 

The #279 4359S &>, the Fountain of the Errour in this Matter is this; That the whole 
Religion of the Roman Church, and every Point of it, is conceived or pretended to have 
iſſued originally out of the Fountain of apoſtolick Tradition, either in themſelves, or in 
the Principles from which they are evidently deductible. Whereas it is evident that ma- 
ny of their Doctrines may be originally derived from the Decrees of Councils, many from 
papal Definitions, many from the Authority of ſome great Man; to which Purpoſe it 
is very remarkable what Gregory Nazianzen ſays of Athanaſius ; * What pleaſed him was a 
Law to Men, what did not pleaſe him was as a Thing prohibited by Lau; his Decrees were to 
them like Moſes his Tables, and he had a greater Veneration paid him than ſeems to be due from 
Men to Saints. 

And as memorable that in the late great Controverſy about Predetermination and 
Free- will, diſputed before Pope Clement VII. by the Jeſuits and Dominicans. The Pope's 
Reſolution was, if he had determined the Matter, to define for that Opinion which was 
moſt agreeable, not to Scripture, not to apoſtolick Tradition, nor to a Conſent of Fa- 
thers, but to the Doctrine of St. Auſtin; ſo that if the Pope had made an Article of Faith 
of this Controverſy, it is evident St. Auſtin had been the Rule of it. 

Sometimes upon erroneous Grounds Cuſtoms have been brought in, God knows how, 
and after have ſpread themſelves through the whole Church. Thus Gordonius Huntleius 
conteſſes, that becauſe Baptiſm and the Euchariſt had been antiently given both rogecher 
to Men of ripe Years, when they were converted to Chriſtianity ; afterwards by Errour, 
when Infants were baptized, they gave the Euchariſt alſo to Infants. This Cuſtom in 
ſhort Time grew univerſal, and in St. Auſtin's Time paſſed currently for an apoſtolick 
Tradition, and the Euchariſt was thought as neceſſary for them as Baptiſm. This Cu- 
ſtom the Church of Rome hath again caſt out, and in ſo doing profeſſed, either her no 
Regard to the Traditions of the Apoſtles, or that this was none of that Number. But 
yet ſhe cannot poſlibly avoid but rhat this Example is a Proof ſufficient, that many Things 
may get in by Errour into the Church, and by Degrees obtain the Eſteem and Place of 
apoſtolick Traditions which yet are not fo. 

The Cuſtom of denying the Laity rhe ſacramental Cup, and the Doctrine that it is 
lawful to do ſo, who can pretend to derive from apoſtlick Tradition? Eſpecially when 
the j Council of Conſtance, the Patron of it, confeſſes that Chriſt's Inſtitution was under 
both Kinds, and that the faithful in the primitive Church received it in both—Licet 
Chriſtus—— Although Chriſt after his Supper inſtituted and adminiſtered this venerable Sacrament 
under both Kinds Although in the primitive Church this Sacrament was received by the Faith- 
ful under both Rind. Non obſtante, Cc. —Iet all this notwithſtanding this Cuſtom for the 
avoiding of Scandals (to which the primitive Church was as obnoxious as the preſent is ) 
was upon juſt Reaſon brought in, that Laicks ſhould receive only under one Kind. | 

Brought in therefore it was, and fo is one of thoſe Doctrines which Lerinenſis calls 
—indufta non tradita, inventa non accepta, Cc. therefore all the Doctrine of the Roman 
Church does not deſcend from apoſtolick Tradition. 

But if this Cuſtom came not trom the Apoſtles, from what Original may we think 
that it deſcended ? Certainly from no other than from the Belief of the ſubſtantial Pre- 
ſence of whole Chriſt under either kind. For this Opinion being once ſettled in the 
Peoples Minds, that they had as much by one kind as by both; both Prieſt and People 
quickly began to think it ſuperfluous, to do the fame Thing twice at the ſame Time ; 
and thereupon, being (as I ſuppoſe) the Cuſtom required that the Bread ſhould be re- 
ceived firſt, having received that, they were contented that the Prieſt ſhould fave the 
Pains, and the Pariſh the Charges of unneceſſary Reiteration. This is my Conjecture, 
which I ſubmit to better Judgements ; but whether it be true or falſe, one Thing from 
hence is certain, That immemorial Cuſtoms may by Degrees prevail upon the Church, 
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ſuch as have no known Beginning nor Author, of which yet this may be evidently known 
that their Beginning, whenſoever it was, was many Years, nay, many Apes after the 
Apoſtles, | 

V St. Paul commands that nothing be done in the Church but for Edification. He ſays 

and if that be not enough, he proves in the ſame Place, that it is not for Edificarion 
that either publick Prayers, Thankſgiving, and Hymns to God, or Doctrine to the Peo- 
ple ſhould be in any Language which the Aſſiſtants generally underſtand not; and there.. 
upon forbids any ſuch Practice, though it were in a Language miraculouſly infuſed into 
che Speaker by the Holy Ghoſt ; unleſs he himſelf, or ſome other preſent, could and 
would interpret it. He tells us, that to do otherwiſe is to ſpeak into the Air ; that it 
is to play the Barbarians to one another; that to ſuch Bleſſings and Thankſgivings the Ig- 
norant fe want of Underſtanding cannot ſay Amen. He clearly intimates, that to think 
otherwiſe is to be Children in Underſtanding. Laſtly, in the End of the Chapter he tells 
all that were Prophets and Spiritual among the Corinthians, that the Things written by 
him are the Commandments of God. Hereupon Lyramzs upon the Place acknowledgeth, 


that in the primitive Church, Bleſſings and all other Service were done in the vulgar ' 


Tongue. Cardinal Cajetan likewiſe upon the Place tells us, that out of this Doctrine ot 
St. Paul it is conſequent, that it were better for the Edification of the Church, that the 
publick Prayers which are ſaid in the Peoples hearing, ſnould be delivered in a Lan- 
guage common both to the Clergy and the People. And I am confident that the learnedeſt 
Antiquary in the Reman Church cannot, nay, that Baronius himſelf, were he alive again, 
could not produce ſo much as one Example of any one Church, one City, one Pariſh, 
in all the Chriſtian World, for five hundred Years after Chriſt, where the Sermons to 
the People were in one Language, and the Service in another. Now it is confeſſed on all 
Hands to be againſt Senſe and Reaſon, that Sermons ſhould be made to the People in any 
Language not underſtood by them, and therefore it follows of Neceſſity, that their Ser- 
vice likewiſe was in thoſe Tongues which the People of the Place underſtood. 

But what talk we of 500 Years after Chriſt? when even the Lateran Council held in 
the Year 1215, makes this Decree : Quoniam in pleriſque=——Becauſe in many Parts within 
the ſame City and Dioceſe, People are mixed of diverſe Languages, having under one Faith diverſe 
Rites und Faſhions, we ſtrictiy command that the Biſhops of the ſaid Cities or Dioceſes provide fit 
aid able Men, who according to the Diverſities of their Rites and Languages may celebrate Divine 
Services, and adminiſter the Sacraments of the Church, inſtructing them both in Word and Example. 

Now after all this, if any Man will ſtill maintain, that the Divine Service in unknown 
Tongues is a Matter of apoſtolick Tradition, I muſt needs think the World is grown 
very impudent. | | 

There are diverſe Doctrines in the Roman Church which have not yet arrived to the 
Honour to be Donate Civitate, to be received into the Number of Articles of Faith; 
which yet preſs very hard for it, and through the Importunity and Multitude of their 
Attorneys that plead for them, in Proceſs of Time may very probably be admitted. 
Of this Rank are the Bleſſed Virgin's immaculate Conception, the Pope's Infalliblity in 
determining Controverſies, his Superiority to Councils, his indirect Power over Princes in 
Temporalities, &c. Now as theſe are not yet Matters of Faith and apoſtolick Traditions, 
yet in After-ages, in the Days of our great Grandchildren, may very probably become 
10: ſo why ſhould we not fear and ſuſpect, that many Things now paſs currently as 
Points of Faith, which Eccleſia ab Apoſtolis, Apoſtoli a Chriſto, Christus a Deo recepit, which 
perhaps in the Days of our great Grandſathers had no ſuch Reputation. 

Cardinal Perron teaches us two Rules whereby to know the Doctrine of the Church 
in any Age. The firſt is, when the moſt eminent Fathers of any Age agree in the Affir- 


mation of any Doctrine, and none of their Contemporaries oppoſe or condemn them, 
that is to be accounted the Doctrine of the Church, The ſecond, when one or more of 


theſe eminent Fathers ſpeak of any Doctrine not as Doctors, but as Witneſſes, and ſay, 
not, I think ſo, or hold ſo, but, the Church holds and believes this to be Truth. This is to 
be accounted the Doctrine of the Church. Now if neither of theſe Rules be good and 
certain, then we are deſtitute of all Means to know what was the publick Doctrine of 
the Church in the Days of our Fathers. But on the other Side, if either of them be true, 
we run into a worſe Inconvenience ; for then ſurely the Doctrine of the Millenaries 
muſt be acknowledged to have been the Doctrine of the Church in the very next Age 
after the Apoſtles. For both the moſt eminent Fathers of that Time, and even all whole 
Monuments are extant, or Mention made of them, viz. Juſtin Martyr, Irenæus, Tertul- 
lian, Melito Sardenſis, agree in the Affirmation of this Point, and none of their contem- 
porary Writers oppoſe or condemn it. And beſides they ſpeak not as Doctors, but as 
Witneſles, not as of their own private Opinion, but as apoſtolick Tradition, and the 
Doctrine of the Church. | 

Horatius, and out of him Frauciſcus 2 Sancta Clara, teach us, that under the Goſpel 
there is no where extant any Precept of invocating Saints, and tells us that the Apoſtles 
Reaſon of their giving no ſuch Precept was, leſt the converted Gentiles might think them- 
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ſelves drawn, over from one kind of Idolatry to another. If this Reaſon be good, I hope 
then the Poſition whereof it is the Reaſon, is true, viz. that the Apoſtles did neither 
command, nor teach, nor adviſe, nor perſuade the converted Gentiles to invocate Saints, 
for the Reaſon here rendered ſerves for all alike: And if they did not, and for this 
Reaſon did not ſo; how then in God's Name comes Invocation of Saints to be an apo- 
{tolick Tradition ? ID | 

The Doctrines of Purgatory, Indulgences, and Prayer to deliver Souls out of Purga- 
tory, are ſo cloſely conjoined, that they muſt either ſtand or fall together; at leaſt, the 
tirſt being the Foundation of the other two, if that be not apoſtolick Tradition, the reſt 
cannot be ſo. And if that be fo, what meant the Author of the Book of Wiſdom to 
tell us that (after Death) the Sorls of the Righteous are in the Hand of God, and there ſhall 
uo Torment touch them? What means St. John to teach us, that they are bleſſed which die in 
the Lord, for that they reſt from their Labours. But above all, what meant Biſhop Fiſher, in 
his Confutation of Luther's Aſſertion, ſo to prevaricate, as to me he ſeems to do in the 
18th Art. in ſaying, Multos fortaſſe movet, &c. Peradventure many are moved not to place too 
great Faith in Indulgences, becauſe the Uſe of them may ſeem not of long ſtanding in the Church, 
aud a very late Invention among Chriſtians, To whom I anſwer, That it * is not certain by whom 
they began firſt to be taught, Tet ſome Uſe there was of them, as they ſay very antient among the 
Romans, which we are given to underſtand by the Stations which were ſo frequented in that City. 
Moreover they ſay Gregory the firſt granted ſome in his Time. And after, Cæterum ut dicere cæ- 
pimus, c. — But as we were ſaying, there are many Things of which in. the primitive Church 
no Mention was made, which yet upon Doubts arifing are become perſpicuons through the Diligence 
of After-times. Certainly (to return to our Bufineſs ) no orthodox Man now doubts whe: hey there 
be a Purgatory, of which yet among the Antients there was made very rare or no Mention, More- 
over the Greeks to this very Day believe not Purgatory. Mio ſo will, let him read the IVritings 
of the antient Greeks, and I think he ſhall find no Speech of Purgatory, or elſe very rarely. The 
Latins alſo received not this Verity all at once, but by little and little, Neither was the Faith 
whether of Purgatory or Indulgences ſo neceſſary in the primitive Church as now it is : for then 
Charity was ſo fervent, that every one was moſt ready to die for Chriſt. Crimes were very rare, and 
thoſe which were, were puniſhed by the Canons with great Severity, But now a great Part of 
the People would rather put off Chriſtianity than ſuffer the Rigour of the Canons. That not with- 
out the great Wiſdom of the Holy Spirit, it hath come to paſs that after the Courſe of ſo many 
Years the Faith of Purgatory, and the Uſe of Indulgences, hath been by the Orthodox generally 
received, As long as there was uo Care of Purgato ry, uo Man looked after Indulgences, for all 
the Credit of Indulgences depends on that, Take away Purgatory, and what need is there of In- 
dulgences. We therefore confidering that Purgatory was a long while unknown : That after, part- 
ly upon Revelations, partly upon Scripture, it was believed by ſome, and that Jo at length the Faith 
of it was moſt generally received by the orthodox Church, ſhall eafily find out ſome Reaſon of In- 
dulgences. Seeing therefore it was ſo late ere Purgatory was known and received by the univerſal 
Church, who now can wonder, touching Iudulgences, that in the Primitive urch there was no 
Uſe of them? Indulgences therefore began after Men had trembled a while at the Torments of 
Purgatory, For then it is credible the holy Fathers began to think more carefully by what Means 
they might provide for their Flocks a Remedy againſt thoſe Torments, for them eſpecially who had 
uot Time enough to fulfil the Penance which the Canons enjoined. 

Eraſmus tells us of himſelf, that though he did certainly know, and could prove, that 
auricular Confeſſion, ſuch as is in uſe in the Roman Church, was not of divine Inſtitution ; 
yet he would not ſay fo, becauſe he conceived Confeſſion a great Reſtraint from Sin, and 
very profitable for the Times he lived in, and therefore thought it expedient, that Men 
ſhould rather by Errour hold that neceſſary and commanded, which was only profitable 
and adviſed, than by believing, though truly, the Non-neceſlity of it, to neglect the Uſe 
of that, as by Experience we ſee moſt Men do, which was fo beneficial. If he thought ſo 
of Confeſſion, and yet thought it not fit to ſpeak his Mind, why might he not think the 
like of other Points, and yet out of Diſcretion and Charity hold his Peace? And why 
might not others of his Time do ſo as well as he? And if fo, how ſhall I be aſſured, that 
in the Ages before him there was not other Men alike minded, who though they knew 
and ſaw Erroars and Corruptions in the Church, yet conceiving more Danger in the Re- 
medy, than Harm in the Diſeaſe, were contented hoc Catone=to let Things alone as they 
were, leſt by attempting to pluck the Ivy out of the Wall, they might pull down the 
Wall ic {elf with which the Ivy was ſo incorporated. | 

Sir Edwin Sandys relates, that in his Travels he met with divers Men, who, though 
they belicved the Pope to be Antichriſt, and his Church antichriſtian, yet thought them- 
{elves not bound to 3 from the Communion of it; nay, thought themſelves bound 
not to do ſo, becauſe the true Church was to be the Seat of Antichriſt, from the Com- 
munion whereot no Man might divide himſelf upon any Pretence whatſoever. 

And much to this Purpoſe is that which Charros tells us in his third Verite, cap. iv, 
H. 13, 15. Thar although all that which the Proteſtants ſay falſely of the Church of Rem# 
were true, yet for all this they muſt not depart from it. And again, Though the Pope 


Therefore it is not true that all the Roman Doctrines were taught by Chriſt and his Apoſtles, 
| were 
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were Antichriſt, and the Eftate of the Church were ſuch (that is, as corru 5 

Diſcipline and Doctrine) as they (Proteſtants) pretend, — they muſt not —＋ — of " 
Both theſe Aſſertions he proves at large in the above-cited Paragraphs, with ve bank on 
and very plauſible Reaſons; which I believe would prove his Intent, had not hs — 
ruptions of the Roman Church poſſeſſed and infected even the publick Service of God 
among them, in which their Communion was required; and did not the Church of Rome 
require the Belief of all her Errours as the Condition of her Communion. But howſoever 

be his Reaſons concluſive or not concluſive, certainly this was the profeſſed Opinion of 
him and divers others; as by Name Caſſander and Baldwin, who though they thought as 
ill of the Doctrine of the moſt prevailing Part of the Church of Rome, as Proteſtancs do 

yet thought it their Duty not to ſeparate from her Communion. And if there were any 
conſiderable Number of conſiderable Men thus minded (as I know not why any Mas 
ould think there was not) then it is made not only a moſt difficult, but even an impoſ- 
{ible Thing to know what was the Catholick Judgement of eur Fathers in the Points of 
Controverſy; ſeeing they might be joined in Communion, and yet very far divided in 
Opinion. They might all live in Obedience to the Pope, and yet ſome think him Head of 
the Church by Divine Right; others (as a great part of the French Church at this Day) by 
eccleſiaſtical Conſtitution ; others by neither, but by Practice and Uſurpation, wherein 
yet becauſe he had Preſcription of many Ages for him, he might not juſtly be diſturbed. | 

All might go to Confeſſion, and yet ſome only think it neceſſary, others only profita- 
ble. All might go to Maſs and the other Services of the Church, and ſome only like and 
approve the Language of it; others only tolerate it, and wiſh it altered if it might be 
without greater Inconvenience. All might receive the Sacrament, and yet ſome believe 
jc to be the Body and Blood of Chriſt, others only a Sacrament of it. Some that the 
Maſs was a true and proper Sacrifice, others only a commemorative Sacrifice, or the 
Commemoration of a Sacrifice. Some that 1t was lawful for the Clergy to deny the 
Laity the ſacramental Cup; others that it was lawful for them to receive it in one Kind 
only, ſeeing they could not in both. Some might adore Chriſt as preſent there according 
to his Humanity, others as preſent according to his divine Nature only. Some might 
pray for the Dead as believing them in Purgatory ; others upon no certain Ground, but 
only that they ſhould rather have their Prayers and Charity which wanted them nor, 
than that they which did want them ſhould not have them. Some might pray to Saints 
upon a Belief that they heard their Prayers, and knew their Hearts ; others might pray 
to them, meaning nothing but to pray by them, that God for their Sakes would grant 
their Prayers; others, thirdly, might aot pray to them at all, as thinking it unneceſſary; 
others, as fearing it unlawful, yet becaufe they were not fully reſolved, only forbearing 
it themſelves, and not condemning it in others. 

Uncle. I pray you then remember alſo what it is that Proteſtants do commonly taunt 
zr d check Catholicks with; is it not that they believe Traditions? 

Nephew. It is a mere Calumny that Proteſtants condemn all Kind of Traditions, who 
ſubſcribe very willingly to that of Vincentins Lerinenfis : That Chriſtian Religion is—res 
tradita, non inventa 3 a Matter of Tradition, not of Man's Invention; is what the Church 
receired from the Apoſtles, (and by Conſequence what the Apoſtles delivered to the 
Church) and the Apoſtles from Chriſt, and Chriſt from God. Chemnitius, in his Exa- 
men of the Council of Trent, hath liberally granted ſeven Sorts of Traditions, and Pro- 
teſtants find no Fault with him for it. Prove therefore any Tradition to be apoſtolick, 
which is not written ; ſhew that there is ſome known Word of God, which we are com- 
manded to believe, that is not contained in the Books of the Old and New Teſtament, and 
we ſhall quickly ſhew that we believe God's Word becauſe it is God's, and not becauſe it 
is written. It there were any Thing not written which had come down to us with as 
ſull and univerſal a Tradition as the unqueſtioned Books of canonical Scripture, that 
"Thing ſhould I believe as well as the Scripture ; but I have long ſought for ſome ſuch 
Thing, and yet Iam to ſeek : Nay I am confident no one Point in Controverſy between 
Papiſts and Proteſtants can go in upon half ſo fair Cards, for to gain the Eſteem of an 
apoſtolick Tradition, as thoſe Things which are now decried on all Hands, I mean the 
Opinion of the Chiliaſts, and the Communicating Infants, The latter, by the Confeſſion of 
Cardinal Perron, Maldozate, and Binius, was the Cuſtom of the Church for 600 Years at 
leaſt, It is expreſsly and in Terms vouched by St. Auſtin for the Doctrine of the Church, 
and an apoſtolick Tradition ; it was never inſtituted by a general Council, but in the 
nſe of the Church as long before the firſt general Council as St. Cyprian before that Coun- 
eil; there is no known Author of the Beginning of it; all which are the catholick Marks 
of an apoſtolick Tradition; and yet this you ſay is not ſo, or if it be, why have you 
aboliſhed it? The former lineally derives its Pedegree from our Saviour to St. John: from 
St. John to Papias; from Papias to Juſtin Martyr, Irenæus, Melito Sardenfis, Tertullian, and 
others of the two firſt Ages; who as they generally agree in the Affirmation of this 
Doctrine, and are not contradicted by any of their Predeceſſors; ſo ſome of them ar 
leaſt ſpeak to the Point not as Doctors but as Witneſſes, and deliver it for the Doctrine 
of the Church and apoſtolick Tradition, and condemn the contrary as Hereſy. And 


therefore if there be any unwritten Traditions, theſe certainly muſt be admitted 3 : 
r 
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Or if theſe which have ſo fair Pretence to it, muſt yet be rejected; I hope then we ſhall 
have the like Liberty to put back Purgatory, and Indulgences, and Tranſubftantiation, 
and the Latin Service, and the Communion in one Kind, &c. none of which is of A 
re to be Page to either of the forenamed Doctrines, eſpecially the Opinion of 2 
Millenaries. 

Uncle. What think you means this Word Tradition? No other Thing certainly but that 
we confute all our Adverſaries by the Teſtimony of the former Church; ſaying unto 
them, this was the Belief of our Fathers ; thus were we taught by them, and they by 
theirs, without Stop or Stay till you come to Chriſt. | 

Nephew. We confute our Adverſaries by ſaying thus Truly a very eaſy Confutation : 
But ſaying and proving are two Mens Offices; and therefore though you be excellent in 
the former, I fear when it comes to the Tryal, you will be found defective in the latter. 

Uncle, And this no other but the Roman Church did or could ever pretend to, which 
being in Truth undeniable, and they cannot chuſe but grant the Thing; their laſt Refuge 
is to laugh, and ſay that both Fathers and Councils did err becauſe they were Men, as 
if Proteſtants themſelves were more. Is it not ſo as I tell you? | | 

Nephew. No indeed, it is not by your Leave, good Uncle. For firſt the Greek Church, as 
every Body knows, pretends to perpetual Succeſſion of Doctrine, and undertakes to derive 
it from Chriſt and his Apoſtles, as confidently as we do ours. Neither is there any Word 
in all this Diſcourſe, but might have been urged as fairly and as probably for the Greek 
Church, as for the Roman, And therefore, ſeeing your Arguments fight 4 both alike, 
they mult either conclude for both, which is a direct Impoſſibility, for then Contradic- 
tions ſhould be both true; or elſe, which is moſt certain, they conclude for neither, and 
are not Demonſtrations as you pretend ( for never any Demonſtration could prove both 
Parts of a Contradiction) but mere Sophiſms and Captions, as the Progreſs of our An- 
ſwer ſhall juſtify. 

Secondly, It is ſo far from Proteſtants to grant the 'Thing you ſpeak of, to wit, that 
the controverted Doctrines of the Roman Church came from apoſtolick Tradition, that 
they verily believe, ſhould the Apoſtles now live again, they would hardly be able to find 
amongſt you the Doctrine which they taught, by reaſon of Abundance of Traſh and 
Rubbiſh which you have laid upon it. 

And laſtly, they pretend not that Fathers and Councils may err, and they cannot ; 
nor that they were Men, and themſelves are not; but that you do moſt unjuſtly and 
vainly to father your Inventions of Yeſterday upon the Fathers and Councils. 

Uncle. J know that we Catholicks do reverence Traditions as much as Scripture itſelf ; 
neither do I ſee why we ſhould be blamed for it ; for the Words which Chriſt and his 
Apoſtles ſpake, muſt needs be as infallible as thoſe which were written. 

Nephew. True. But ſtill the Queſtion depends, whether Chriſt and his Apoſtles did 
indeed ſpeak thoſe Words you pretend they did. We ſay with Irenaus, Praconiaverunt 
primum, ſcripſerunt poſtea ; what they preached firſt, they wrote afterwards. We ſay 
with Tertulliaun——(Ecclefias) Apoſtoli condiderunt, ipſi eis pradicands, tam viva quod aiunt voce, 

uam per Epiſtolas poſtea——the Apoſtles founded the Churches by their Preaching to them; 
rſt by Word of Mouth, then aſter by their Writings. If you can prove the contrary, 
do ſo, and we yield; but hitherto you do nothing. | 

Uncle. And as for the Keeping of it, I ſee the Scripture itſelf is beholden to Tradi- 
tion ( God's Providence preſuppoſed) for the Integrity both of the Letter and the 
Senſe. Of the Letter it is confeſt ; of the Senſe manifeſt. For the Senſe being a diſtinct 
Thing from the naked Letter, and rather fetch'd out by Force of Conſequence, than in 
expreſs and formal Terms contained (which is moſt true whether we ſpeak of Proteſtant 
. Senſe or the Catholick) it belongeth rather to Tradition than expreſs Text of Scripture. 

Nephew. That which you deſire to conclude, is, That we muſt be beholden to Tradition 
for the Senſe of Scripture ; and your Reaſon to conclude this, is, becauſe the Senſe is 
fetched out by Force of Conſequence. This of ſome Placesof Scripture is not true, eſpeci- 
ally thoſe which belong to Faith and good Manners, which carry their Meaning in their 
Foreheads. Of others it is true, but nothing to the Purpoſe in Hand, but rather directly 
againſt it. For who will not ſay, if I collect the Senſe of Scripture by Reaſon, then I 
have it not from Authority ; that is, unleſs I am miſtaken, If I fetch ir our by Force of 
Conſequence, then I am not beholden to Tradition for it. But the Letter of Scripture 
hath been preſerved by Tradition, and therefore why ſhould we not receive other Things 
upon Tradition as well as Scripture? I anſwer, The Fews Tradition preſerved the Books 
of the old 'Teſtament, and why then doth our Saviour receive theſe upon their Tradition, 
and yet condemn other Things which they ſuggeſted as Matters of Tradition? If you 
ſay, it was becauſe theſe Traditions came not from Moſes, as they were pretended ; I ſay 
alſo that yours are only pretended, and not proved to come from the Apoſtles. Prove 
your Tradition of theſe Additions as well as you prove the Tradition of Scripture, and 
aſſure your ſelves, we then, according to the. Injunction of the Council of Trent, ſhall 
receive both with equal Reverence. 

Uncle, As it may appear by the Senſe of theſe few Words; Hoc eſt Corpus meum, whether 
| You take the Proteſtant or the Catholick * For the ſame Text cannot have two — 

n | ſes 
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Senſes of itſelf, but as they are fetch'd out by Force of Argument: a melee wie 
3 N Tradition fy * for itſelf, hats the Trath, FO ONES e 
ephew. This is neither Proteſtant nor Catholick Senſe ; but, if we may ſpeak 
direct Nonſenſe. For what if the ſame Text cannot have contrary Senſes. is e be 
fore no Means but Tradition to determine which is the true Senſe? What Connexion or 
what Relation is there between this Antecedent and this Conſequent? Certainly they are 
mere Strangers to one another, and until they met by chance in this Argument, never 
ſaw each other before. He that can find a third Propoſition to join them together in a 
good Syllogiſm, 1 profeſs unto you. Exit mibi magnus Apollo——But what ff of theſe 
two contrary Senſes, the one, that is the literal, draw after it a long Train of Abſur- 
dities; the other, that is, the figurative, do not ſo? Have we not Reaſon enough, with- 
out adviſing with Tradition about the Matter, to reject the literal Senſe, and embruce 
the ſpiritual? St. Auſtin certainly thought we had; for he gives us this Direction in lis 
Book de Doctrina Chriſtiana, and the firſt and fitteſt Text that he could chuſe to exemplify 
his Rule, what think you is it? even the Couſin-German to that which you have made 
Choice of; Unleſs you eat the Fleſh of the Son of Man, &c. Here, ſaith he, the Letter 
ſeems to command Impiety : Figura eſt ergo; therefore it is a Figure commanding to 
feed devoutly upon the Paſſion of our Lord, and to lay up in our Memory that Chriſt 
was crucified for us. 

Uncle. Theſe Particulars, peradventure, would require a further Diſcuſſion ; and now 
Iwill take nothing but what is undeniable. As this is, to wit, That what Points are in 
Controverſy betwixt us and Proteſtants, we believe to have been delivered by Chrift 
and his Apoſtles to our Forefathers, and by them delivered from Hand to Hand to our 
Fathers, whom we know to have delivered them for ſuch to us, and to have received 
and believed them for ſuch themſelves. | 


CHILLINGWORT E. 


Certainly, though Ink and Paper cannot bluſh, yet I dare ſay you were fain to rub 
your Forehead over and over before you committed this to Writing. Say what you liſt, 
for my Part, I am ſo far from believing you, that I verily believe you do not believe your 
ſelves, when you pretend that you believe thoſe Points of your Doctrine which are in 
Controverſy, to have been delivered to your Forefathers by Chriſt and his Apoſtles. Is 
it poſſible that any ſober Man who has read the New Teſtament, ſhould believe that 
Chriſt and his Apoſtles taught Chriſtians, that it was fit and lawful to deny the Laity the 
ſacramental Cup; that it was expedient, and for the Edification of the Church, that 
the Scripture ſhould be read, and the publick Worſhip of God perpetually celebrated, 
in a Language which they underſtand not, and to which, for Want of Underſtanding, 
(unleſs St. Paul deceive us) they cannot ſay Amen: Or is it reaſonable you ſhould de- 
ſire us to believe you, when your own Men, your own Champions, your own Councils 
confeſs the contrary ? | | 

Does not the Council of Conſtance acknowledge plainly, 'That the Cuſtom which they 
ratified, was contrary to Chriſt's Inſtitution, and the Cuſtom of the Primitive Church? 
And how then was it taught by Chrift and his Apoſtles ? 

Do not Cajetan and Hranus confeſs ingenuouſly, that it follows evidently from St. Paul, 
that it is more for Edification, that the Liturgy of the Church ſhould be in ſuch a Lan- 
guage as the Aſſiſtants underſtand ? 

The like Confeſſion we have from others concerning Purgatory and Indulgences. 

Others acknowledge the Apoſtles never taught Invocation of Saints. 

Rhenanus ſays as much touching auricular Confeſſion. | 

It is evident from Peter Lombard, that the Doctrine of Tranſubſtantiation was not a 
Point of Faith in his Time. 

From Picus Mirandula that the Infallibility of the Church was no Article, much leſs 
a Foundation of Faith in his Time. 

Bellarmine acknowledges that the Saints enjoying the Viſion of God before the Day of 
Judgement, was no Article of Faith in the Time of Pope John XXII. 

But as the Proverb is, When Thieves fall out, true Men recover their Goods; ſo how 
{mall and heartleſs the Reverence of the Church of Rome is to antient Tradition, can- 
not be more plainly diſcovered, than by the Quarrels which her Champions have amongſt 
themſelves, eſpecially about the immaculate Conception of the bleſſed Virgin. 

The Patrons of the negative Opinion, Cajetan, Bannes, Bandellus, and Canus, alledge for 
it, firſt, an whole Army of Scriptures, Councils, and Fathers, agreeing unanimouſſy in this 
Doctrine, that only Chriſt was free from Sin. Then an innumerous Multitude of F athers 
expreſsly affirming the very Point in Queſtion, not contradicted by any of their Con- 
temporaries or Predeceſſors, or indeed of their Succeſſors for many Ages. 

All the holy Fathers agree in this, that the Virgin Mary was conceived in original 
Sin. So Bannes v. | | 
Cajetan brings for it fifteen Fathers, in his Judgement irrefragable ; others produte two 

hundred, Bandellus almdſt three hundred. "Thus © Salmeron. 


v In Pat: primum, q. 1. Art. 8. Dub. 9 c Diſp. 51, in Ep, ad Rom. 
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in Rus HWORTHVH Dialogues. 49 
Tha all the holy Fathers who have fallen upon the Mention of this Matter, with one 
Mouth affirm, that the bleſſed Virgin was conceived in original Sin. So Canus *. + | 

And after — That the contrary Doctrine has neither Scripture nor Tradition for it. 
For (faith he) no Traditions can be derived unto us but by the Biſhops and holy Fathers, 
the Succeſſors of the Apoſtles, and it is certain that thoſe antient Writers received it net 
from their Predeceſſors. | 

Now againſt this Stream of antient Writers, when the contrary new Doctrine came 
in, and how it prevailed, it will be worth the conſidering. 

The firſt that ſet it abroach, was Richardus de Sancto Vittore, as his Countryman Jo- 
hannes Major teſtifies of him He was expreſsly the firſt that held the Virgin Mary free from 
original Six——Or, he was the firſt that expreſsly held ſo. So after upon this falſe Ground, 
wnich had already taken deep Root in the Heart of Chriſtians, That it was impoſſible 
to give too mnch Honour to her that was the Mother of the Saviour of the World ; like 
an ill Weed, it grew and ſpread apace. So that in the Council of Bafil ©, (which Binius 
tells us was reprobated but in Part, to wit, in the Point of the Authority of Councils, 
and in the Depoſition of Eugenius the Pope) it was defined and declared to be holy 
Doctrine, and conſonant to the Worſhip of the Church, to the catholick Faith, to right 
Reaſon, and the holy Scripture, and to be approved, held, and embraced by all Catho- 
licks ; and that it ſhould be lawful for no Man for the Time to come to preach or teach 
the contrary. The Cuſtom alſo of keeping the Feaſt of her holy Conception, which be- 
fore was but particular to the Roman and ſome other Churches, and it ſeems ſomewhat 
neglected, was then renewed and made univerſal, and commanded to be celebrated 
Sub nomine Conceptionis—Under the Name of the Conception. Binius in a marginal Note tells 
us indeed, That they celebrate not this Feaſt in the Church of Rome, by Virtue of this 
Renovation, — cum eſſet Conciliabulum being this was the Act not of a Council, but of 
a Conventicle ; yet he himſelf in his Index ſtyles it the ecumenical Council of Baſil, and 
tells that it was reprobated only in two Points, of which this is none. Now whom ſhall 
we believe, Binius in his Margin, or Binius in his Index? 

Yet in After times Pope Sixtus IV. and Pius V. thought not this Decree fo binding, 
but that they might and did again put Life into the condemned Opinion, giving Liberty 
by their Conſtitutions to all Men to hold and maintain either Part; either that the bleſ- 
ſed Virgin was conceived with original Sin, or was not. Which Conſtitution of S:x- 
tus IV. the Council of Trent renewed and confirmed *. h 
But the Wheel again turning, and the negative Opinion prevailing, the Affirmative 


was baniſhed, firſt by a Decree of Paul V. from all publick Sermons, Lectures, Conclu- 


ſions, and all publick Acts whatſoever; and ſince, by another Decree of Gregory XV. from 
all private Writings, and private Conferences. 

But yet all this contents not the Univerſity of Paris. They, as Salmeron tells us, ad- 
mit none to the Degree of Doctor of Divinity, unleſs they firſt bound themſelves by ſo- 
lemn Oath to maintain the immaculate Conception of the bleſſed Virgin. 

Now I beſeech you, Mr. R , conſider your Courſes with ſome Indifference. 

Firſt, you take Authority upon you, againſt the univerſal, conſtant, unoppoſed Tradi- 
tion of the Church for many Ages; to ſet up as a Rival a new upſtart Yeſterday's Inven- 
tion, and to give all Men Liberty to hold which they pleaſe. So Pope Sixtus IV. the 
Council of Trent, and Piu V. that is, you make it lawful to hold the antient Faith, 
or not to hold it, nay, to hold the contrary. This is high Preſumption. But you ftay 
not here : For, | | 

Secondly, The antient Doctrine you cloiſter and hook up within the narrow, cloſe, and 
dark Rooms of the Thoughts and Brains of the Defenders of it, forbidding them upon 
Pain of Damnation, ſo much as to whiſper it in their private Diſcourſes and Writings ; 
and in the mean Time the new Doctrine you ſet at full Liberty, and give Leave, nay 
Countenance and Encouragement to all Men to employ their Time, and Wits, and 
Tongues, and Pens, in the Maintenance and Propagation of it. Thus Paul V. and Gre- 
gory XV. Yet this is not all: For, | 

Thirdly, You bind Men by Oaths to defend the new Opinion, and to oppoſe the 
antient. So the Univerſity of Paris. Yer ſtill you proceed farther : For, 

Fourthly, By your general Councils, confirmed by your Popes, you have declared and 
defined, that this new Invention is agreeable, and conſequently that the antient Doc- 
trine is repugnant to the catholick Faith, to Reaſon, ro the Holy Scripture. So the 
Council of Bat. | 

Theſe Things I entreat you to weigh well in your Conſideration, and put not into the 
Scale above a juſt Allowance, not above three Grains of Partiality, and then tell me whe- 
ther you can with Reaſon or with Modeſty ſuppoſe or deſire that we ſhould believe, or 
think that you believe, that all the Points of Doctrine which you conteſt againſt us, were 
delivered at firſt by Chriſt and his Apoſtles, and have ever ſince by the Succeſſion of Bi- 
ſhops and Paſtors been preſerved inviolate, and propagated unto you. | 


r 


Lib. VII. Loc. cap. r. cap. 3, n. 9g. * Omnium exoreſſe p:imus Chriſtiferam virginem origin lis noxz 
expertem tenuit. De geſti; Scotorum, III. 12. © Scfl, 36. 4 gefl. 5. 
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The Patrons, I confeſs, of this new Invention ſer not much by the Decree * 
eil of Bafil for it, but plead very hard for a full and final Definition of it = yo oe 
apoftolick ; and finding the conſpiring Oppoſition of the antient Fathers to be the mai; 
Impediment of their Purpoſe, it is ſtrange to ſee how confidently they ride over them, 

Firſt, Says Salmeron in the Place forecited, They preſs us with a Multitude of Doc lors of 
whom we muſt not ſay that they err in a Matter of ſuch Moment. Te A 

We anſwer, ſays he, out of St. Auſtin *, and the Doctrine of St. Thomas, That the Argu- 
Ken from Authority is weak, Then to that Multitude of Doctors we oppoſe another Mal- 
titude. 

Tho We object to the contrary the Efficacy of Reaſons, which are more excellent than any 
Authority. 

Some of them reckon two hundred Fathers, others, as Bandellus, almoſt three hundred, Cajetan 
fifteen, but thoſe as he ſays irrefragable. But as a wiſe Shepherd ſaid—Pauperis eſt numerare 
pecus. Some of thoſe whom they produce are of an exolete Authority, and ſcarce worthy of Me- 
mory. | 

Laſtly, Againſt this objected Multitude we anſwer with the Word of God, © 'Thou ſhalt nor 
follow a multitude to do evil ; neither ſhalt thou in Judgement yield to the Sentence of 
many to depart from the Truth. For when the Donatiſts gloried in the Multitude of their 
Authors, St. Auſtin anſwered, It was a Sign of a Cauſe deſtitute of Truth, to rely only 
upon the Authority of many Men which may err. 

It falls out ſometimes alſo, that from ſome one Doctor, eſpecially if he be famous, proceeds a 
Multitude of Followers of his Opinion, and ſome taken with an humble and pious Fear, chuſe ra- 
ther to follow the Opinion of another againſt their Mind, than to bring out of their own Wit auy 
Thing new, leſt they ſhould ſo bring any new T hing into the Church. Whoſe Humility, as it is to be 
praiſed, ſo the Confidence of others is not to be condemned, who for the Love of Truth fear not to 
bring in better Things. Thus St. Hierom, in his Sermon of the Aſſumption, if it be his, fears to 
affirm that the Virgin Mary is aſſumed into Heaven, and thinks it rather to be piouſly deſired, 
than raſhly defined, But St. Auſtin * more happily dared to affirm it, and ſettle it with many Ar- 
guments, by which Adventure this the Church hath gained, that perſuaded by his Reaſons ſhe hath 
believed it, and celebrates it in her Worſhip. 

But they fetch their Arguments from the Antiquity of the Doctors, to which always greater Honour 
was given than to Novelties, But I anſwer, old Men are Praiſers of antient Times, but we aj- 
firm, the younger the Doctors are, the more-perſpicuous, Moreover we ſay, that although they 
were antient, yet they were Men, and themſelves held under the Darkneſs of original Sin, and 
might err. But go to, who are theſe Antients ? are they Apoſtles ? are they Ambroſe, or Hierom, 
or Auſtin ? But none of them diſcuſs'd this Controverſy on Purpoſe. | 

Chryſoſtom 7s oppoſed in his Commentary on St. Matthew, where he ſaith, 'Though Chriſt 
were not a Sinner, yet he has human Nature from a Sinner. Underſtand (ſays Salmeron) 
from her who of herſelf, and according to the Condition of Nature, was a Sinner. Thomas Jays, 
that Chryſoftom ſpeaks exorbitantly, for he conſtitutes the Virgin under actual Sin; or that the 
Commentaries which go up and down under his Name are not his ; or that theſe Paſſages are ad- 
jectitibus; or, if they be indeed his, with the good Leave and Favour of ſo great a Man, they are 
to be rejected. Neither ought any Man to marvel, that he, and Bernard, and Thomas, and 
Bonaventure, and Alexander of Ales, and Albert, and Durand, and Egidius, and, laſih, 


the greater Part followed that Opinion ; both becauſe they were Men, and becauſe in Progreſs of 


Time, new Myſteries are revealed which before were unknown——For as Holineſs of Life purgeth no 
Man from Sin, ſo it frees no Man from Danger of Errour.—Every Age finds out ſome Verities 
proper to it ſelf, which the former Ages were ignorant . And there in the Margin, Every 
Age hath its peculiar divine Revelations. 4 
Thus far Salmeron, by whom we may ſee, that Proteſtants are not the only Men who 
ſay that the Fathers may err; but that Roman Catholicks too can and dare valiantly break 
through and tread under their Feet (though perhaps with Cap in Hand, and ſome Shew 
of Reverence) and even ride over whole Bands of Fathers when they ſtand in their Way. 
Another great Achilles for the ſame Opinion is one Joannes Baptiſta Porta, a Jeſuit, and 
Profeſſor of Divinity at Complutum ; he, in his fourth Book of his Elucidarium Deiparæ, 
pleades very earneſtly to have it defined, and labours very luſtily to remove all Exceptions 
to the contrary, but above all, thoſe many ones——That there is no Tradition for it, 
That the Stream of antient Tradition is againſt, and therefore well and worthily may 
it be condemned for an Hereſy ; but to be canonized among the Articles of Faith, ir 
can with no Reaſon expect. ; 
To the ſecond Exception he brings two Anſwers, which Salmeron it ſeems forgot, in 
the Proſecution whereof he hath many excellent Paſſages, which I have thought good to 
cull out of him, to evidence the wonderful Reverence and conſtant Regard of the pre- 
{ent Church of Rome to the Tradition of the Antients. : 
The firſt, That it is poſſible the Writings of the Fathers out of which theſe Teſtimo- 
nies againſt the immaculate Conception are taken, may be corrupted : But to ſhew it proba- 


tt. 
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* Diſp. 51. in Epiſt. ad Rom. d De moribus Eccleſiz, 1. 1. cap. 2. © Exod xxiii. 2, 4 In the Margin here 
he ſays, The Doctrine of St. Aultin alone hath brought into the Church the Worſhip of the bleſſed Firgin's Aſſumption. 
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ble they are ſo in theſe Places, he ſpeaks not one Word of Senſe, nor ſo much as any co- 
lourable Reaſon, unleſs this may paſs for one (as perhaps it may where Reaſons are 
ſcarce,) No Propoſition which contradicts the common Judgement of the Fathers can be 
probable : Nut it is de Fide that our Opinion is probible ; 2 the Council of Trent hath 
made it ſo, b giving Liberty to all to hold it : Therefore without doubt we muſt hold, 
that it is not ( whatſoever it ſeems) againſt the common Judgement of the Fathers. This 
Argument, faith he, doth moſt illuſriouſly convince the Followers of the contrary Opi- 
nion, That they ought not to dare affirm hereafter, that their Opinion flows from the 
common Judgement and Writings of the antient Doctors. 

His fecond Anſwer is, That whereas Bandil/us, and Cajetan, c. produce general Say- 
ings of {rexeus, Origen, Athanaſius, Theophilus Alexandriuus, Greg. Nyſſen, Bafil, Greg. Naz. 
Cyprian, Hierom, Fulgentius, and in a Manner of all the antient Fathers, exempting Chriſt 
alone from, and conſequently concluding the Virgin Mary under original Sin, which Ar- 
gument muſt needs conclude, if the Virgin be not Chriſt. His Anſwer, I ſay, is, 
Theſe Teſtimonies have little or no Strength; for did they conclude, we muſt then (let 
us in God's Name) ſay that the Virgin Mary committed alſo many venial Sins: For the 
Scriptures, Fathers, and Councils ſet forth in Propoſitions as univerſal, That there is 
no Man but Chriſt who is not often defiled, at leaſt with ſmaller Sins, and who may not 
juſtly ſay that Petition of our Lord's Praver, Dimitte nobis debita noftra, 

An Anſwer I confeſs as fit asa Napkin to ſtop the Mouths of his domeſtick Adverſaries, 
though no Way fit to ſatisfy their Reaſon. But this Man little thought there were Prote- 
ſtants in the World, as well as Dominicans, who will not much be troubled by Thieves fal- 
ling out, to recover more of their Goods than they expected, and to ſee a prevaricating 
Jeſuit, inſtead of ſtopping one Breach in their ruinous Cauſe, to make two. For where- 
as this Man argues from the Deſtruction of the Conſequent to the Deſtruction of the 


Antecedent, thus; If theſe Teſtimonies were good and concluding, then the Virgin Ma- 


ry ſhould have been guilty not only of original, but alſo of actual Sin: But the Conſe- 
quent is falſe and blaſphemous ; therefore the Antecedent is not true. 'They on the other 
Side argue, and ſure with much more Reaſon, and much more Conformity to the antient 
Tradition, from the Aſſertion of the Antecedent to the Aſſertion of the Conſequent, 
thus; If theſe Teſtimonies be good and concluding, then the bleſſed Virgin was guilty 
both of original Sin and actual: But the Teſtimonies are good and concluding; therefore 
ſhe was guilty even of actual Sins, and therefore much more of original. 

His third Anſwer is, That their Church hath, or may define many other Things againſt 
which (if their Works be not depraved) there lies a greater Conſent of Fathers, than 
againſt the immaculate Conception, and therefore why not this? 

The Inftances he gives are four. 

1. That the bleſſed Virgin committed no actual Sin. 

2. That the Angels were not created before the viſible World. 

3. That the Angels are incorporeal. 

4. That the Souls of Saints departed are made happy by the Viſion of God before the 
Day of Judgement. 

Againſt the firſt Opinion he alledges direct Places out of Origen which he ſays admit 
no Expoſition ; though Pamelius upon Tertullian, and Sixtus Senenfis labour in vain to put 
a good Senſe on them Out of Exuthymias and Theophylaft ; out of St. Chryſoſtom divers 
pregnant Teſtimonies, and St. Thomas his Confeſſion touching one of them, out of the 
Author of the Queſtions of the New and Old Teſtament, in St. Auſtin, cap. 75, Out of 
St. Hilary upon Pſal. cxviii. which Words yet, ſays he, Tolet has drawn to a good Con- 
ſtruction; yet ſo much Difficulty ſtill remains in them Out of Tertullian de carne Chriſti, 
cap 7. which he tells us will not be ſalved 12 his Gloſs Out of Athanaſius, out 
of Irenæus III. 18. out of St. Auſtin, lib. 2. de Symbolo ad Catech. cap. 5. whoſe Words, yet 
becauſe. they admit, ſays Poza, ſome Expoſition, I thought fit to ſuppreſs, though ſome 
think they are very hard to be avoided. Out of Greg. Nyſ.——Qurt of St. Cyprian in 
his Sermon on the Paſſion ; whoſe Words, ſays he, though they may by ſome Means be 
eluded, yet will always be very difficult if we examine the Antecedents and Conſe- 
quents. Out of Anſelm, Rich. de St. Victor. St. Ambroſe, St. Andreu of Hieruſalem, and 
St. Bede, and then tells us there are many other Teſtimonies much reſembling theſe ; and 
beſides many Fathers and Texts of Scripture which exempt Chriſt only from actual Sin; 
and laſtly, many ſuſpicious Sayings againſt her Immunity in them, who uſe to ſay, that 
at the Angel's Annunciation ſhe was cleanſed, and purged, and expiated from all Faults 
committed by her Freewill, which, ſaith he, though Caniſius and others explicate in a 
pious Senſe, yet at leaſt they ſnew, that either thoſe alledged againſt the immaculate 
Conception are ſas favourably to be expounded ; or we muſt ſay, that a Verity may be 
defined by the See apoſtolick againſt the Judgement of ſome Fathers. 

From theſe Things, ſays he, is drawn an unanſwerable Reaſon, that for the defining 
the Purity of the Ae nothing now is wanting. For ſeeing, notwithſtanding 
more and more convincing 'Teſtimonies of Fathers who either did, or did ſeem to aſcribe 


I ſhould rather ſubſume, but this does ſo ; therefore not probable, 
; Q o actual 
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lent Sentences of athers 
pute any! Fault or Elemiſh to the Conception of the Mother of God, as ther: 
in Appearance to charge her with actual Offences. Neither are there fewer Univer s 
fa ropotic an in Scriprure, by which it may be proved thar ©: nly Jeſus was free {ro: 1 
a1} Sin, and therefore that the Virgin Mary fell into it. Neither can there at this 
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d be ana- 
thematized {for erroneous and heretical: he Words of the Council of Ticut on which 
this ) Re: alm! 18 5 rounded, are theſe: : 

I; nav Mai ſay, That a Man all his Life long may avoid all, even venial Sin h Unleſs by ſpeciak 


Pei vile. bes yum God, as the Church holds of the bleſſed Virein, 2 him be A. een But 


if the 

Conſent of the euch hat li prevailed againſt more clear Teſtimonies of antien: Fathers, 
even her that wich is favoured wich no expreſs Authority of Scriptures or Ceoncits ; 
2d if the Conneil of Treat, upon this Conſent of the Faithful, hath either d-fincd. this 


Im Tue, of the Virgin from all actual Sin, or declared it to be defined, who then can 
deny but that the hurch hath immediate Power to define among the Articles of Faith, 
che 5 us Opinion of the imwaculare Conception? 
it © ſecond Example, by which he declares the Power of their Church to define Arti- 
cies againſt a Multitude of Fathers (and conſequently not only without, bur againſt Tra- 
dition ) is the Opinion that Angels were not created before the corporeal World was 
created; which, faith he, is or may be defined, though there were more Teſtimonies of 
Fathers againſt it, than againſt: the immaculate Conception. So he ſays in the Argu- 


ment of his fifth Chapter. And in the End of the ſame Chapter; The Council of Latera 
hath defined this againſt the expreſs Judgement of twenty Fa 8 83 of which Nazlanzen, 
Baſil, Cy yſoſtom, Oril, Hierom, Ambroſe, and Hilary, are Part. 


His third Example to the ſame Purpoſe, is the Opinion, that Angels are incorporeat: 
againſt which, {faith he, in the Argument of his ſixth Chapter, there e are more Teſtimo- 
mes of the Fathers, than againſt the immaculate Conception; and yet it is, or at leaſt 
may be defined by the Church. And in the End of the Chapter, I have for this Opinion 
cited twenty three Fathers, which as moſt Men think is now condemned in the Lateraz 
Conncil ; or at leaſt, as' . proves, is to be rejected as maniſeſtly temerarious. | 

His fourth and laſt Example to the ſame Purpoſe is the Opinion that the Souls of Saints 
departed enjoy the Viſion of God before the Reſurrection. Againſt which he tells us in 
the firſt Place was the Judgement of Pope John XXI. though not as A Pope, but as a pri- 

ate. Doctor. Then he muſters up againſt it a great Multitude o Greek and Latin Fa- 
barry touching which he fays— All theſe Teſtimonies when * Vaſquez, has related, at 
length he anſwers, that they might be ſo explained as to ſay nothing againſt the true 
and catholick Doctrine; yet if they could not be ſo explained, their Authority ought not 
to hinder us from embr acing that which the Church hath defined. The ſame Argu- 
ment I make (ſays Poza: ) The Fathers and antient Doctors which are objected against 
the pious Opinion of the Conception of the Virgin may be commodiouſiy explicz ted, or 
at leaſt ſo handled that they ſhall not hurt; notwithſtanding, though they cannot be ex- 
plicared, ſome of them, that their Teſtimonies ought not to hinder, but that the See 

apoſtolick may define the bleſſed Virgin's Pr eſervation from original Sin. In fine, for 
the Cloſe of this Argument, he adds, Nolo per plural will not run through more Ex- 
amples; theſe that I have reckoned are ſufficient, and admoniſh learned Men to bring 


rogether other like Proofs, whereby they may Promote the defired Determſorion. 
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